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Executive Summary

HE National JTPA Study was commissioned by the Employment and Training

Administration of the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) in 1986 to measure the
impacts and costs of selected employment and training programs funded under Title II-A
of the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982, which is targeted to serve economically
disadvantaged Americans. This report presents interim estimates of program impacts
on the earnings and employment of adults and out-of-school youths in 16 local service
delivery areas during the first 18 months after their acceptance into the program.

Estimates of longer term pr-gram impacts on earnings, employment, and welfare
benefits, and an analysis of program costs and benefits, will appear in the final report of
the study (forthcoming, from Abt Associates Inc.). A companion report on the study’s
implementation (Doolittle, forthcoming) describes the JTPA programs operated in the
study sites and the types of JTPA-funded services provided to members of the study
sample.

The National JTPA Study

This study grew out of the recommendations of the Job Training Longitudinal Survey
Advisory Panel, a group of nationally recognized experts in employment nd training
research formed to advise DOL on the evaluation of JTPA (Stromsdorfer et al., 1985).
After reviewing evaluations of Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
programs, the panel concluded that the only reliable way to measure the impacts of
employment and training programs was to conduct a. classical experiment, in which
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program applicants are randomily assigned either to a treatment group, which is allowed
access to the program, or to a control group, which is not. Random assignment assures
that the two groups do not differ systematically in any way except access to the program.
Thus, subject only to the uncertainty associated with sampling error, any subsequent
dierences in outcomes between the two groups can confidently be atributed to the
program. These differences are termed program impacts.

Although random assignment designs have been used to evaluate 2 number of
demonstration projects and state programs, the Employment and Training Administration
was the first federal agency to apply this approach to an ongoing national program.
Because of its rigorous design, the National JTPA Study provides the first reliable
estimates of the impacts of the largest employment and training program sponsored by
the federal government.

In the National JTPA Study 20,601 JTPA applicants in 16 service delivery areas
(SDAs) across the country were randomly assigned to the treatment group or the control
group over the period November 1987 through September 1989. The earnings and
employment outcomes of both groups were then measured through follow-up surveys and
administrative records obtained from state unemployment insurance agencies. Data on
the baseline characteristics of the two groups were collected as part of the program intake
process, and information about the employment and training services received was
obtained from follow-up surveys and SDA records.

The study sites were not chosen to be representative of the nation in a statistical sense,
but they do reflect the diversity of local programs and local environments in JTPA. In
particular, the performance of the sites during the study period, as measured by JTPA
performance indicators, was not noticeably different from that of all SDAs nationally.'

The 18-Month Impact Analysis

This report provides estimates of the impact of JTPA Title II-A on the earnings and
employment of four rarget groups—adult women and men (ages 22 and older) and female
and male out-of-school youths (ages 16 to 21)—over the first 18 months after random
assignment. Adult women make up 30 percent of the national JTPA population; adult
men, 2° percent; and out-of-school youths, 23 percent. In-school youths, who are not
included in this study, form the remaining 22 percent.

1. See Appendix B and Chapter 3 for comparisons of the 16 study sites with all SDAs nationally.
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The analysis is based on a subsample of 17,026 sample members whose First Follow-
up Survey interview was scheduled at least 18 months after random assignment.” For each
target group we estimated impacts for a number of different subgroups, defined by the types
of program services recommended for them and by their baseline characteristics.

Becaus: the study was designed to measure the effects of JTPA as it normally operates,
the analysis investigates which JTPA-funded services were working well for those
recommended to receive them; the analysis does not assess possible alternatives to the
existing program. By identifying those groups for whom Title II-A is having positive
effects and those for whom it is having no effect—or even a negative effect—we hope to
help policymakers in their efforts to identify those parts of the program that need
improvement. This analysis cannot, however, tell policymakers how to improve the
program, since it does not compare alternative programs for similar people. Rather, it
measures only the effects of the existing program on the people it actually served over the
study period.

In the remainder of this Executive Summary we first provide an overview of the
estimated effects of the program on the earnings and employment of the four main target
groups—adult women and men, and female and male youths. We then present more
detailed findings for adult and youth subgroups, in turn, and conclude with implications
of the findings for the JTPA program and future research.

Overall Impacts on Earnings and Employment, by Target Group

JTPA Title II-A had generally positive effects on the earnings and employment of adults
inthe study sites. Asshown inthetop panel of ExhibitS$.1, access tothe program increased
the average 18-month earnings of the adult women randomly assigned to the treatment
group (“JTPA assignees”) by an estimated $539, or 7.2 percent of the control group mean.
Access to the program also incrz2ased the percentage of women employed at some time
during the follow-up period by 2.1 percentage points. Because these estimates are
statistically significant (as indicated by the asterisks beside them), we take them to be
reliable evidence of positive impacts on earnings. In this analysis we accept only statisti-
cally significant estimates as evidence of real program effects.

The estimated program impacts for adult men—an earnings guin of $550, or 4.5
percent, and an increase in the percentage employed of 2.8 percentage points—were
similar in size to those for adult women, but the estimated impact o» earnings was not
statistically significant.

2. Within this 18-month study sample, First Follow-up Survey data are available for 14,442 sample
members, or 84.8 percent of the sample.

)
:Ju




XXXV1 ¢ JTPA 18-MONTH IMPACTS / EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Exhibit S.1  Impacts on Total 18-Month Earnings and Employment: JTPA Assignees
and Enrollees, by Target Group

Adults Out-of-school youths
Women Men Female Male
Impact on: (1) 2) (3) “)
Per assignee
Earnings i
In$ - § 539%== $ 550 $ -182 $ -854%=
Asa % 1.2% 4.5% -2.9% -7.9%
Percentage employed ¢ 2.1%* 2.8%* 2.8 1.5
Sample size (assignees .
and conrrol group) 6,474 4,419 2,300 1,748
Per enrollee
Earnings . b ,
) In$ s 873° $ 935 $ -294 $-1,356
Asa % ) 12.2%" 6.8% . '4'6%5 -1 1.6%‘,
Percentage employed 3.5 4.8 4.5 2.4

a Avany ume dunng the follow-up penod.
b Tests of statistical sigaificance were aot performed for impacts per carollee.
* Suustcally significant at the .10 level, ** at the .05 level, *** at the .01 level (two-tailed toat).

In contrast to the findings for adults, the program had little or no effect on the average
earnings of female youths (a statistically insignificant earnings loss of $-182, or -2.9
percent), and the program actually reduced the earnings of male youths, on average—as
evidenced by alarge, statistically significant loss of $-854, or -7.9 percent, cver the 18-
month period. AccesstoJTPA had no significant effect onthe 18-month employment rates
of either female or male youths.

Hence, the findings for the f2male youths are clear-cut: JTPA had virtually no effect
ontheir earnings or employment. But the findings for male youths are less clear. Asshown
later in this summary, almost all of the negative average impact on the earnings of male
youths is concentrated among those who reported having been arrested between age 16 and
random assignment (25 percent of the male youth treatment group).®> Thus, the estimated
impact for most male youths (the 75 percent with no previous arrest) was negligible.

The estimates discussed above are average impacts on the earnings and employment
of all sample members assignea to the treatment group. Although all of these assignees

3. Furthermore, as noted later in this summary, there is some question about the large, negative impact
estimated for male vouths with a previous arrest.
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were ziven access to JTPA, not all of them actually enrolled in the program. The bottom
panel of Exhibit S.1 presents our best estimates of program impacts on the earnings and
employment of JTPA enrollees (assignees who were later enrolled).*

Estimated impacts per enrollee—both gains and losses—were about 60 percent to 70
percent larger than impacts per assignee, depending on the target group. The estimated
earnings gains of adult women and men who were enrolled in JTPA were $873 and $935,
respectively. Impacts on youths were earnings losses of $-294 for females and $-1,356 for
males.5 The impact of the program on the percentage of enroliees in each target group who
were employed ranged from an increase of 2.4 percentage points for male youths to an
increase of 4.8 percentage points for adult men.

It is important to understand that the impact per assignee and the impact per enroilee
are not two different estimates of the overall effect of the program. They simply spread
the total estimated program effect onthe sample over a larger group (assignees) or a smaller
group (enrollees). Thus, the two sets of estimates are entirely consistent; they just measure
different concepts. Inthe remainder of this Executive Summary, we focus on the estimated
impacts per assignee, because they are the most reliable, direct experimental evidence of
the effects of the program.

Impacts on earnings reflect program effects on both the amount of time treatment group
members worked and how much they were paid per hour worked. Exhibit S.2 shows
estimated impacts on the average number of hours worked by assignees and average
earnings per hour worked over the follow-up period, expressed as percentages of the
corresponding control group means. The percentage impacts on these two components of
earnings approximately sum to the percentage impact on total earnings per assignee.®

4. To derive estimates for enrollees, it was necessary 1o assume that there was no impact on the camings
and employment of nonenrollees. There is evidence, however, that about half of all nonenrollees had some
contact with the program after random assignmentand received some——usually minimal—program services. As
aresult, the estimates in the bottom panel probably overstate somewhat the true impact on enrollees, *~hile the
estimated impacts per assignee understate the true impact on enrollees. Thus, the true impact on enrollees
probably lies somewhere between these two estimates. The estimates for enrollees also adjust for the fact that
3 percent of the control group became enrolled in JTPA, despite the experiment’s embargoon their participation

5. As was true of the estimated impact per assignee for male youths, the large, negative impact per
enrollee for male youths is due aimost entirely toa very large estimated impact for those male youth enrollees
with a previous arTest.

6. Because the impacts on eamings per hour worked were estimated indirectly, we did not calculate
significance levels for these impacts.

)
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Exhibit S.2  Percentage Impacts on Total 18-Month Eamings and Its Components:
JTPA Assignees and Enrollees, by Target Group

Adult Aduls Female Male
Percentage women men youths youths
impact on: (1) 2) (3) 4)
Earnings per assignee 7.2%*** 4.5% -2.9% -7.9%**
Hours worked per assignee 3.7 4. 5% 4.7 -6.8%*
Eamings per hour worked 3.4° 0.0° 1.9° -1.2¢
Sample size 6,474 4,419 2,300 1,748

a. Tests of atatistical significance were aat performed for impacts on camings per hour worked.
* Sutstically significant at the .1 level, *® atthe .G5 level, *** atthe .01 level (two-tailed test).

As shown in Exhibit S.2, the 7.2 percent increase in earnings for adult women reflects
a combination of a 3.7 percent increase in hours worked and a 3.4 percent increase in
average hourly earnings among those who worked. The earnings gain for adult men, on
the other hand, was entirely attributable to a 4.5 percent rise in hours worked, with no
increz - 'n hourly earnings.

Among female youths a -4.7 percent reduction in hours worked mor2 than offset a
1.9 percent increase in hourly earnings to produce the negligible impact on total earnings
that we saw earlier. Among male youths the -7.9 percent loss in total earnings was
primarily attributable to a decrease in hours worked (of -6.8 percent).

Overall, then, JTPA appears to have had modest positive effects on the earnings and
employment of adult women and men. But the program appears to have had virtually no
effect on the earnings and employment of female youths and most male youths. In contrast,
it may have had a large, negative impact on the earnings of those male youths who had
been arrested before they applied to JTPA.

When estimated separately by site, positive but generally insignificant earnings effects
were obtained in most sites for adult women and adult men, negative but generally
insignificant earnings effects were obtained for male youths, and a majority of sites yielded
negative but insignificant earnings effects for female youths (not shown here). Thus, the
main 18-month earnings findings by target group were found to be widespread across the
16 SDAs in the study. And despite wide variation in the magnitude of these estimated
effects, the sites did not differ significantly from one another in the degree to which JTPA
affected earnings in any individual target group.

In an attempt to explain the variation in impact estimates across sites, we conducted
a limited exploratory analysis of local factors that mightinfluence program impacts. Three
types of factors were considered: (1) characteristics of the JTPA programs; (2) prevailing

2
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labor market conditions; and (3) the tvpes of persons accepted into the programs. But no
clear patterns emerged from the analysis; and almost all of the findings were statistically
insignificant, which is probably due to the small samples at each site and the limited number
of sites involved.

Findings for Subgroups of Adult Women and Men

The impacts presented in the previous section are estimates of the average effects of the
program on each target group in the study sample. Because JTPA provides a.number of
different employment and training services to a wide range of program applicants, it is
important to analyze how program impacts varied with the types of services offered and
the characteristics of the applicants. In this section we therefore present estimates of
program impacts on the earnings of adult subgroups definec by the services that program
intake staff recommended for them and by selected personal characteristics.

SERVIC”. STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED

For purposes of this analysis, members of the study sample were classified into three
service strategy subgroups based on the services that program intake staff recommended
fo- each sample member prior to random assignment.” Applicants recommended for
classroom training in occupational skills were placed in the classroom training subgroup.
Those recommended for on-the-job training (OJT) were placed in the OJT/JSA subgroup
(so named because many of the treatment group members in this subgroup were enrolled
in job search assistance while searching for either an on-the-job training position or an
unsubsidized job). Because JTPA staff sometimes recommend combinations and se-
quences of services, applicants placed in either of these subgroups may also have been
recommended for any of several other services, including job search assistance, basic
education, work experience, or miscellaneous other services. Those applicants recom-
mended for one or more of these services—but neither classroom training in occupational
skills nor on-the-job training—were placed in the third subgroup: other services.®

7. Service strategy subgroups were defined based on the services recommended rather than the services
received for two reasons. First, it was not possible to identify control group members who were comparable
10 the treatment group members who received particular JTPA services, whereas it was possible to identify
control group members who were recommended for the same services as treatment group members. Second,
and more fundamentally, since program staff can recommend services but cannot ensure that applicants
participate in those services, recommended services represent the operative program decision to be evaluated

8. A fewapplicants designated for this other service subgroup were recommended for classroom tramning
in occupational skills or on-the-job training as part of “customized training.”

37




XL * JTPA 18-MONTH IMPACTS / EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Exhibit S.3  Service Strategies Recommended:
Adult JTPA Assignees, by Gender

Adult Adult

women men
Service strategy (1) 2)
Classroom training 44.0% 24.6%
OJTASA 35.0 48.7
Other services 21.0 26.7
Sample size 4,465 3,759

As shown in Exhibit S.3, nearly half of all adult men in the treatment group were
recommended for the OJT/JS A service strategy, with the remainder about equally divided
between the classroom training and other services strategies. Women were more likely
than men to be recommended for classroom training (44 percent versus 25 percent) and
less likely to be recommended for OJT/JSA (35 percent versus 49 percent).

It is important to note that program intake staff recommended services based on the
individual applicants' employment needs and qualifications, as well as their personal
preferences. The service strategy subgroups therefore differed from one another not only
in terms of the service recommendations but also in terms of personal characteristics.

ENROLLMENT RATES AND DURATION, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

After assessment and recommendation of services, two-thirds of the applicants accepted
by intake staff were randomly assigned to the treatment group, which was allowed access
to JTPA, and one-third were assigned to the control group, which was excluded fromJTPA
for 18 months.’

As noted above, not all treatment group members would ultimately become enrolled
in JTPA. Enrollment rates differed by service strategy subgroup, but overall they were
quite similar for adult women and men. Within the treatment groupas a whole, 65 percent
of adult women and 61 percent of adult men were enrolled in JTPA at some time during
the 18-month follow-up period. Enrollment rates were highest in the classroom training
subgroup (73 percent and 71 percent for aduit women and men, respectively) and lowest
in the OJT/JSA subgroup (55 percent and 57 perscai).

9. This embargo on services to control group members was successfully implemented. Over the course of
the 18-month follow-up period, only 3 percent of control group members became enrolled in JTPA.

A8
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The duration of enrollment in the program also differed by service strategy, ranging
from a median length of about 2 months for women and men in the OJT/JSA and other
services subgroups to median lengths of enrollment of 4 to 6 months in the classroom
training subgroup. Generally, there was little difference by gender in the duration of
enrollment except that women in classroom training tended to stay in the program about
two months longer than men.

SERVICES RECEIVED, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

Within the classroom training subgroup the most common JTPA services received by
treatment group members who became enrolled in the program were classroom training
in occupational skills, basic education, and job search assistance. Enroliees in the
OJT/JSA subgroup were most likely to receive on-the-job training or job search assistance.
or both. In the other services subgroup the most common services adults received were
job search assistance and miscellaneous services, such as job-readiness training. Exhibit
S.4 shows that between 82 percent and 89 percent of the enrollees in each service strategy
subgroup received one or both of the two key services characteristic of that service
strategy. Thus, the three service strategy definitions represent distinctly different mixes
of services actually received, as well as services recommended.

The impacts of the program do not depend solely, however, on the JTPA services
received by those in the treatment group. Instead, the impacts reflect the difference
between the services received by those given access to JTPA and the services they would
have received if they had been excluded from the program. That is, the benchmark against
which we measure the effects of JTPA is the services available elsewhere in the
community, not a total absence of services. Our measure of the services the treatment
group would have received if they had been excluded from the program is those received
by the control group, who were excluded from the program.

Since we measure impacts per assignee (treatment group member), the relevant
comparison is in terms of services per assignee, including those who were never enrolled
in JTPA. As expected, the largest treatment-control group difference in the classroom
training subgroup was inreceipt of classroom training in occupational skills. Among adult
women 49 percent of the treatment group received this service, whereas only 29 percent
of the control group did. Among adult men these figures were 40 percent versus 24
percent.

Adult treatment group members in the OJ7/JSA subgroup were much more likely than
control group members to receive on-the-job training. We estimate that 29 percent of the
women and 27 percent of the men in the treatment group in this subgroup received OJT,

A
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Exhibit S.4 Key JTPA Services Received by Treatment Group
Members Who Were Enrolled in the Program: Adults, by
Gender and Service Strategy Subgroup

% of enrollees receiving
one or both services

Adult Adult
Key services women men
in service strategy subgroup , (1) 2)

Classroom training subgroup
Classroom training in occupational -
skilis/basic education® 88.8% 85.5%

OJT/JSA subgroup

On-the-job training/
job search assistance 87.8% 86.5%

Other services subgroup
Job search assistance/—_
miscellaneous’ 82.3% 88.7%

Sample size 2,883 2,286

2 *Basic education® includes Adult Basic Education (ABE), high school or General Educational
Development (GED) preparation, and English as a Second Language (ESL).

5. "Miscellancous® includes assessment, job-readiness training, customized training, vocational exploration,
job shadowing, and tryout employment, among other services.

whereas less than 1 percent of the corresponding control groups received this service, since
OJT is typically not funded by non-JTPA providers. We were not able to measure control
group receipt of job search assistance from non-JTPA providers, and so we could not
estimate the treatment-coztrol group difference for that service.

As noted earlier, the most common JTPA services provided to adults in the other
services subgroup were job search assistance and miscellaneous services. Around 25
percent of adult treatment group members in this subgroup received the former service, and
about 30 percent received the latter. We were unable to measure receipt of these services
from non-JTPA providers and therefore cannot estimate the treatment-control group
difference.

JTPA thus represented a clear increment in the services available elsewhere in the
community, at least in the classroom training and OJT/ISA subgroups where we could
measure the treatment-control group differential, but that increment was relatively modest.
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Among adult women and men the average assignee in the classroom training subgroup
received only an additional 95 to 110 hours of classroom training in occupational skills.
and the average assignee in the OJT/JSA subgroup likewise received only an additional
104 to 114 hours of on-the-job training.

IMPACTs ON EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

An intermediate effect of the increment in services received by treatment group members
was an increase in educational attainment among those who were higi school dropouts.
Dropouts made up around 30 percent of the adult target groups. Our analysis focuses on
the artainment of a training-related high school credential, which we define as both having
received a school or training service and having received ahigh school diploma or General
Educational Development (GED) certificate at some time during the 18-month follow-up
period.

As might be expected, the increase in educational attainment was greatest among those
dropouts recommended for the classroom training service strategy. Exhibit S.5 indicates
that nearly 30 percent of the adult dropouts in the classroom training treatment group
received a training-related high school credential, whereas only 11 percent of the control
group did—for impacts that were highly significant in the cases of both genders. There
were smaller, but still statistically significant, increases in the proportions of female
aropouts in the other services subgroup and male dropouts in the OJT/JSA subgroup who
attained a high school credential as a result of the program. But there were no significant
effects on educational attainment among women in the OJT/JSA subgroup or men in the
other services subgroup.

Exhibit 8.5 Impacts on Attainment of a Training-Related High School Diploma or GED
Certificate: Adult JTPA Assignees Who Were High School Dropouts, by Gender
Adult women Adult mnen

Service % attaining HS/GED Impaci, in % ataining HS/GED Impact, in
strategy Assignees Controls % points Assignees Controls % points
subgroup (1) (2) 3) “) (5) (6)
Classroom

training 29.2% 11.3% 17.9%%= 27.3% 11.3% 16.0%**
OJT/ISA 9.1 10.9 -1.8 8.4 4.4 4.0**
Other services 17.4 9.8 7.6 - 10.2 8.7 1.5
All subgroups 19.1 10.8 8.2nn» 12.7 6.7 6.0%**
Sample size ° 1,515 1,258

a Assignees and contro, group members who were high school dropouts.
* Suatistically significant at the .10 level, ** at the .05 level, *** at the .01 leve) (two-tailed test).
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IMPACTS ON EARNINGS, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

Exhibit S.6 shows the estimated program impacts on the earnings of adult women and men
in each service strategy subgroup. As shown in the second column of the top panel of the
exhibit, impacts on the earnings of adult women in the classroom training subgroup
followed the expected pattern for this type of service: an earnings loss in the first quarter.
representing an initial investment of time in training, followed by a payback period of
rising earnings gains in the next five quarters, with statistically significant gains of $144
and $188 in the last two quarters of the follow-up period. The overali 18-month earnings
gain of $398 for women in this subgroup was not statistically significant. This gain
reflected an estimated 8.9 percent program-induced increase in the hourly earnings of
those women who worked, which more than offset an insignificant -2.5 percent drop in
the average number of total hours worked by all adult women over the follow-up period
(estimates not shown in the exhibit).

The estimated impacts on the earnings of adult men in the classroom training subgroup
are less clear. None of the impacts on quarterly earnings was significantly different from
zero, nor was the overall impact on total earnings over the follow-up period. Moreover,
the program had no significant impact on the employment rate or hours of work over the
follow-up period for this subgroup of men (estimates not shown). Thus, there is no
evidence of a program impact on the earnings and employment of this subgroup.

In contrast to the pattern for women in the classroom training subgroup, women in the
OJT/JSA subgroup (middle panel of the exhibit) experienced an immediate and sustained
positive impact on average earnings throughout the follow-up period, as might be expected
with a strategy that emphasizes immediate placement in either an on-the-job training
position or a regular job. Women in the OJT/JSA subgroup had significant quarterly
earnings impacts of $109 to $144 in five of the six quarters, with a significant gain of $742
over the follow-up period as a whole.

Men in the OJT/JSA subgroup experienced estimated gains of similar magnitude in
five of the six quarters and over the follow-up period as a whole, although the estimated
impacts were less often statistically significant. Over the 18 months men in this subgroup
experienced significant earnings gains of $781.

Both women and men in the OJT/JSA subgroup experienced a positive and significant
impact on hours worked; and men, on their employment rate (estimates not shown in the
exhibit). Indeed, the earnings gains of both women and men in this subgroup were due
primarily to increases in the number of hours worked per sample member. rather than to
higher hourly earnings while employed.
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Exhibit S.6 Impacts on Quarterly and 18-Month Earnings: Adult JTPA
Assignees, by Gender and Service Strategy Subgroup

Adult women Adult men
Centrol Impact per Control Impaci per
mean assignee mean assignee
Period (1) ) 3) )
Classroom training subgroup
Quarier 1 $ N4 $ -70* $ 1,440 s -101
2 938 5 1,714 126
3 1,066 52 1,884 213
4 1,189 79 2,184 50
5 1,253 144** 2,1 151
6 1,230 188%*=* 2,387 -21
All quarters 6,391 398 11,780 418
Samnple size 2,847 1,057
OJT/JSA subgroup
Quarter 1 $ 1,143 S 144%*= S 1,787 $ 54
2 1,379 81 2,014 135
3 1,449 129** 2,133 164*
4 1,520 109* 2,199 94
5 1,546 142*= 2,183 133
6 1,570 138** 2,169 201*=
All quarters 8,607 742%* 12,456 181*
Sample size ° 2,287 2,250
Other services subgroup
Quarter 1 $ 960 $ 39 $ 1,6Mm $ 14
2 1,198 132 1,951 104
3 1,248 220%** 2,123 44
4 1,471 22 2,199 44
5 1,535 2 2,292 13
6 1,548 42 2,274 - 19
All quarters 7,960 457 12,516 261
Sample size ° 1,340 1,112

a. Assignees and control group members combined.
* Sutistically significant st the .10 level. ®® at the .05 level, **® ot the .01 level (two-tailed west).
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in contrast to the sustained, positive impact on earnings in the OJT/JSA subgroup, the
program appears to have had only a short-lived effect on the earnings of adult women, and
virtually no effect on the earnings of adult men, in the other services subgroup (bottom
panel). JTPA had a significant impact on women’s earnings of $220 in the third quarter,
followed by much smaller, insignificant gains in the later quarters. The estimated impacts
on hours worked quarterly (not shown) mirrored this pattern—possibly reflecting quicker
placement in jobs that were similar to those the female assignees would have eventually
found without access to JTPA. For men in the other services subgroup, neither the
estimated impacts on quarterly earnings nor the estimated impacts on hours of work (not
shown) were statistically significant.

Overall, then, JTPA led to modest, statistically significant earnings gains in atleastone
quarter for adult women in all three service strategies. The timing of impacts was very
different across the subgroups, however, and significant for the follow-up period as a whole
only in the OJT/I".A subgroup. Significant impacts on the earnings of adult men were
concentrated exclusively in the OJT/JSA subgroup.

1. is important to iterate that the adults in the three service strategy subgroups differed
not only in the services they received, but also in their personal characteristics. Program
intake staff tended to recommend the most employable applicants for the OJT/JSA service
strategy. This difference is evident not only in the data on baseline characteristics of the
three subgroups (not shown here) but also in the earnings of control group members over
the follow-up period, shown in columns (1) and (3) of Exhibit S.6. These figures indicate
that in the absence of program services women recommended for OJT/JSA would have
earned substantially more than those recommended for classroom training and somewhat
more than those recommended for other services. Among men the more job-ready
applicants tended to be recommended for either OJT/JSA or other services; those male
control group members recommended for classroum training earned somewhat less over
the follow-up period than either of the other two subgroups.

Because of these differences in the three subgroups, one cannot extrapolate the impacts
for one service strategy subgroup to the women or men served by another. We cannot,
for example, conclude that the program outcomes for adult men in the classroom training
subgroup would have been better if instead they had been recommended for the OJT/JSA
service strategy. We can only determine which service strategies were effective for those
applicants recommended for them. Whether another service strategy would have been
more effective cannot be determined on the basis of this study, since we did not observe
alternative service approaches applied to comparable participant populations.

It is also important to bear in mind that the costs, as well as the impacts, of the three
service strategies were likely to have varied, as may the longer term impacts. In our final
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report on this study we will present an analysis that compares the costs of Title II-A to its
impacts over a longer follow-up period. '

IMPACTS ON EARNINGS, BY ETHNICITY AND BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT

In addition to the three subgroups defined based on service strategy recommendations, v. 2
estimated program impacts on the 18-month earnings of a number of other subgroups of
women and men, defined in terms of personal characteristics measured upen their appli-
cation to the program. These estimates helped us determine whether the impacts of the
program were concentrated within certain groups of interest to policymakers and program
planners or broadly distributed across all adult women or men. Inthis Executive Summary
we present the results for two such key subgroups: the major ethnic groups, and groups
facing different barriers to employment.*

Exhibit S.7 presents the estimated prograra impacts on the earnings of white, black,
and Hispanic women (column 3) and men (column 6). Among women the estimated
impacts appear to have differed noticeably by ethnic group, with white women showing
significant earnings gains of $723 over the 18-month follow-up period; black women, an
insignificant earnings gain of $457; and Hispanic women, an insignificant loss of $-414.
Moreover, separate tests of the statistical significance of the differences among these
impact estimates (not shown) indicate the differences were statistically significant at near-
conventional levels. The estimated impacts for adult men also differed by ethnic group,
but neither the estimated impacts for individual ethnic groups nor thedifferences inimpacts
among the subgroups were statistically significant and therefore could have arisen by
chance.

In an attempt to narrow the range of possible explanations for the differences in
estimated impacts for women in different ethnic groups, we estimated adjusted impacts that
controlled for differences in the distributions of these subgroups across study sites and
across service strategy subgroups. When we controlled for differences inthe distributions
of the three ethnic groups of women across the study sites, the estimated impacts for these
groups were not significantly different from one another. This finding suggests that the
differences in estimated iirpdacts among women in different ethnic groups are in part
attributable to differences in the distribucions of these groups across sites. In addition,
given the extreme concentration of Hispanic women in a few sites we cannot reliably
distinguish negative effects on Hispanic women as an ethnic group from negative effects
on all women in one or more of the sites in which Hispanic women were concentrated.

10. Other key subgroups examined in the report include those defined by work and training histories,
public assistance histories, household income and composition, public housing status, and age.
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Exhibit S.7 Impact: on the 18-Month Eamings of Major Ethnic Groups: Adult JTPA
Assignees, by Gender

Adult women Adult men
Sample Control Impact per Sample Control Impact per
size® mean assignee size” mean assignee

Ethnic group 1) 2) (3) (4 (5) {6}

White, non-Hispanic 3,541 $ 8,007 § T23%»> 2,668 $ 12,929 $ 625
Black, non-Hispanic 1,981 6,829 57 1,155 10,931 957
Hispanic 744 6,775 414 400 13,555 <741
Full sample ® 6,474 7,488 539%%* 4,419 12,306 550

a. Assignees aad control group members combined.
b. lIncluding the three major ethaic groups and American Iodians, Alaskan Natives, Asians, and Pacific Isianders.
¢ Sutistically significant at the . 10 level, ** at the .05 level, *** at the .01 level (two-tailed test).

To determine whether the effects of the program varied with the degree of labor market
disadvantage, we also estimated impacts on earnings for subgroups defined by three
barriers to employment: welfare receipt, limited education, and limited recent work
experience.” The first three pairs of rows of Exhibit §.8 show the estimated impacts on
earnings for women and men facing each of these barriers and for those who were not.

The mean 18-month earnings of control group members, shown in columns 2 and 5 of
the exhibit, illustrate that these barriers were indeed serious obstacles to employment.
Control group members in all three subgroups facing these barriers earned much less over
the follow-up period than those who were not.

Among both women and men the estimated impacts tended to be larger for those noz
facing the barriers in question, although among women the differences in impacts between
those facing and those not facing a particular barrier were smaller than the differences
among men. Separate tests for the significance of these differences between each pair of
estimates indicated, however, that any differences shown here may have arisen by chance.

Because some persons who were facing one of these barriers to employment may also
have been facing one or both of the other barriers, these subgroups overlap to some
degree. To achieve a clearer distinction among the subgroups in terms of the overall
difficulty of becoming employed, the bottom panel of Exhibit S.8 categorizes the women

11. Welfare receipt is defined as receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFCC), General
Assistance, or any other cash welfare benefits upon application to JTPA. Limited education is defined as lack
of a high school diploma or GED certificate; limited recent work experience is defined as having worked lesg
than 13 weeks in the year prior to application to JTPA. These three measures of barriers to employment are
similar to those used in other recent studies of JTPA programs (see U.S. General Accounting Office, 1989).
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Exhibit .8  Impacts on the 18-Month Eamings of Subgroups Facing Selected Barriers 10
Employment: Adult JTPA Assignees, by Gender

Adult women Adult men

Barrier to Sanple Consrol Impact per Sample Control Impact per
emmployment size * mean assignee size’ mean assignee
(in italic) a) 2 3) @ ) 6}
Receiving cash welfare 2,446 $ 5492 $ 387 611 $ 9,541 $ 46
No cash welfare 3,500 8,965 697%%x 3,788 13,032 624%
No high school diploma

or GED centificate 1,731 6,072 416 1,249 10,353 398
High school diploma

or GED centificate 4,316 8,064 681%*% 2,873 13,335 878
Worked less than 13

weeks in past 12 mos. 3,022 5,555 S11%= 1,614 10,478 =210
Worked 13 weeks or

more in past 12 mos. 2,622 9,956 668%* 2,392 14,320 787*
Number of barners

None of the above 1,361 10,971 909** 1,465 15,142 1,203%>

One of the above 1,655 7,950 " BORe* 1,550 12,184 194

Two of the above 1,435 5,756 379 617 9,044 30

All three of the above 488 3,703 213 116 8,595 -146
Full sample 6,474 7,488 539%s= 4,419 12,306 550

a Assignees and coatrol group members combined.
* Sutistically significant at the .10 fevel, *® at the .05 level, *** at the .01 level (two-tailed test).

and men in the sample by the number of these barriers they were facing. Again, the
average earnings of the control groups indicate that this categorization is strongly
predictive of what JTPA assignees would have earned without the program: control group
earnings fall steadily as the number of barriers rises.

For both women and men the impacts were the largest in the subgroup facing none of
the three barriers. For neither women nor men, however, were the differences in impacts
among subgroups statistically significant; thus, these differences may merely reflect
sampling error.”

SUMMARY AND COMPARISON WITH PREVIOUS FINDINGS

Overall, JTPA Title II-A had amodest positive impact on the earnings of adult women over
the follow-up period: on average, a significant gain of $539 over the 18 months following
their application. The estimated earnings gain for men was similar ($550) but was not
statistically significant. These overall averages mask substantial variation in both the

12. Among the adult female subgroups, for example, there is a 46 percent chance of finding differences at
least as large as those shown here even if there were no true differences in impacts among the subgroups.
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magnitude and time patterns of program impacts among subgroups of women and men.
however.

When adult wome.a are categorized by the service strategy recommended by program
intake staff, the only ones to experience a statistically significant earnings impact over the
follow-up period as a whole were those in the OJT/JSA subgroup, with a gain of $742.
Women in this subgroup enjoyed consistently positive, statistically significant earnings
increases of $109 to $144 in five of the six follow-up quarters. Women in the classroom
training subgroup experienced an earnings loss in the first calendar quarter of the follow-
up period, followed by growing positive impacts, and culminating in significant impacts
of $144 and $188 in the fifth and sixth quarters. Program impacts on the earnings of

women in the other services subgroup were significant only in the third quarter, when
these women gained $220, on average; impacts for this subgroup were negligible in
subsequent quarters.

Impacts for adult men were similar in magnitude to those for women, although they
were less frequently statistically significant. As with the women, only those in the
OJT/JSA subgroup enjoyed significant earnings gains (of $781) over the follow-up period
as a whole. Estimated impacts on the earnings of men in the classroom training and other
services subgroups were never statistically significant, either for the follow-up period as
a whole or for individual quarters.

These impact estimates are similar in magnitude to those found in the few previous
evaluations that have used rigorous experimental designs. For example, studies of state
work-welfare programs for women in the early 1980s found significant positive impacts
in the first two years after random assignment that ranged up to about $250 per quarter.”
Evaluations of demonstration programs for displaced workers in Texas and New Jersey
found similar impacts on the earnings of men—that is, in the same range but not statistically
significant—in the first year after random assignment.

Comparisons with the results of earlier studies are complicated, however, by the fact
that t.. programs involved in those studies provided somewhat different services from
those in JTPA and served primarily subpopulations such as welfare recipients and
(for men) displaced workers and ex-addicts. Moreover, the programs for women examined
in earlier studies were, unlike JTPA, mostly mandatory, and yet had lower rates
of participation in employment and training services than those of our study sample.

13. See Gueron and Pauly (1991)
14. See Bloom (1990) and Corson et al. (1989).
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Finally, when adult women in the National JTPA Study sample were classified by
ethnic group, differences in estimated impacts on earnings were emerged, with white
women experiencing greater gains than minority women, particularly Hispanic women.
Further tests revealed. however, that these differences in impacts may well have been due
to the concentration of Hispanic women in a few sites that experienced impacts
substantially below the average for all women. There were no significant differences in
impacts on the earnings of adult men by ethnic group. Impact estimates for adults who
were and were not subject to various barriers to employment were not statistically
significantly different from each other. But the pattern of estimates for these subgroups
suggested that JTPA produced larger positive impacts for adults with fewer labor market
barriers.

Findings for Subgroups of Female and Male Out-of-School Youths

Out-of-schuol youths in the study sample were classified into the same three service
strategy subgroups as those used to classify adults: classroom training, OJT/ISA, and
other services. These subgroups were based on the JTPA services recommended for
sample members by program intake staff before random assignment.

SERVICE STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED

The service strategies recommended for youths reflect a difference in emphasis between
JTPA Titie II-A programs for youths and those for adults. Programs for adults emphasize
employment, as evidenced by the fact that program performance standards for adults are
based largely on job placementrates. In contrast, programs for youths emphasize abroader
range of Jutcomes, with performance standards for youths based in part on “positive
terminations,” which include not only job placements but also participation in further
training and attainment of specific job competencies.

A comparison of Exhibit S.9 and the earlier Exhibit S.3 indicates that youths were far
less likely than adults to be recommended for the OJT/JSA strategy, especially if we
compare female youths with female adults and male youths with male adults. Of the three
service strategies OJT/JSA places the greatest emphasis on immediate employment; thus,
this difference between youths and adults reflects the difference between JTPA programs
for the two age groups. In addition, youths were much more apt than adults to be
recommended for the other services strategy, which, as discussed below, also differed
between the two age groups in the mix of program services received.

Service strategy recommendations also differed between female and male youths
themselves. Female youths were more likely than male youths to be recommended for
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Exhibit 8.9  Service Strategies Recommended:
Ourt-of-School Youth JTPA Assignees,

by Gender
Female Male
youths yourhs
Service strategy (1) (2)
Classroom training 443% 299%
OJT/JSA 232 329
Other services 325 373
Sample size 1814 1,436

classroom training (44 percent versus 30 percent, respectively) and less likely than male
youths to be recornmended for OJT/JSA (23 percent versus 33 percent). The genders were
about equally likely to be recommended for other services (33 percent versus 37 percent).

ENROLLMENT RATES AND DURATION, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

Enrollment rates overall were comparable to those for adults, with 65 percent of the female
youth treatment group and 67 percent of the male youth treatment group becoming enrolled
in JTPA Title 1I-A at some time during the 18-mor.th follow-up period. Treatment group
enrollment rates were highest in the classroom training subgroup (71 percent for females
and 75 percent for males). The lowest enrollment rates were in the OJT/JSA subgroup
(57 percent for females and 58 percent for males). The other services subgroup fell
between these two extremes, with enrollment rates of 63 percent for female and 68 percent
for male youth treatment group membess.

Out-of-school youths who enrolled in JTPA stayed in the program slightly longer than
their adult counterparts, with the median duration of enrollment at 3.9 months for female
youths (versus 3.6 months for adult women) and at 3.1 months for male youths (versus
2.5 months for adult men). Thus, the median duration of enrollment was also slightly
longer for female than for male youths. The service strategy subgroup with the shortest
enrollments was CIT/JSA, with a median of about 2 months for both females and males;
the classroom training subgroup had the longest enrollments, at 5.5 months for females
and 4.6 months for males. The median for the other services subgroup was about 3 months
for both target groups.
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Exhibit S.10  Key JTPA Services Received by Trearment Group Members
Who Were Enrolled in the Program: Our-of-School Yourths,
by Gender and Service Strategy Subgroup

% of enrollees receiving
one or both services

Female Male
Key services youths youths
in service strategy subgroup (1) )

Classroom training subgroup
Classroom training in occupational
skills/basic education * 86.1% 80.4%

OJT/ISA subgroup

On-the-job training/
Job search assistance 84.8% 84.5%

Other services subgroup
Basic education/ ©
miscellaneous 79.5% 83.2%

Sample size 1,188 959

. “Bssic education” includes Adult Basic Education (ABE), high school or General Educatiosal
Dcvclopmcm (GED) preparation, and English as a Second Language (ESL).

b 1 * includes L, job-readi tesining, customized raining, vocational
cxplonuon. job thadowing, and tryout employment, among other services.

SERVICES RECEIVED, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

Exhibit S.10 shows the percentage of enrollees in each service strategy subgroup who
received one or both of the key services inthat service strategy. About 86 percent of female
youth enrollees and about 80 percent of male youth enrollees recommended for classroom
training received classroom training in occupational skills, basic education, or both.
About 85 percent of the female and male youth enrollees in the OJT/JSA subgroup received
on-the-job training, job search assistance, or both. And about 80 percent of the female
and 83 percent of the male youth enrollees in the other services subgroup received basic
education, miscellaneous services, or both.

The only obvious difference between the mix of JTPA services received by youths and
the mix received by adults was in the other services subgroup. Whereas adult enrollees
in this subgroup received mainly job search assistance and miscellaneous services (Exhibit
S.4), the youth enrollees received mainly basic education and miscellaneous services—
further evidence. as noted earlier, that JTPA emphasizes immediate employment for adults
more than it does for youths.
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As with the adults in our sample, the estimated program impacts on youths reported
below reflect differences in the employment and training services received by treatment
group members, who had access to JTPA, and the services they would have received if
they had been excluded from the program, as measured by data on control group members.
And as with adults, the size of these treatment-control group differences in service receipt
varied by service strategy subgroup.

In the classroom iraining subgroup about 48 percent of the female youths and 43
percent of the male youths in the treatment group received classroom training in
occupational skills, whereas only 31 percent of the female youths and 22 percent of the
male youths in the control group received this service. In the OJT/JSA subgroup about
30 percent of the females and 31 percent of the males in the treatment group received on-
the-job training, while less than 1 percent of both females and males in the control group
received the service.

We were unable to measure the control group's receipt of miscellaneous services—the
most common category of services received by youth treatment group members in the other
services subgroup, at 29 percent for females and 35 percent for males. It is therefore not
possible to determine the treatment-control group difference in service receipt for this key
service in the subgroup. The service differential was small, however, for basic education,
the other key service received by youth treatment group members who were recommended
for the other services strategy. About 23 percent of female youths and 14 percent of male
youths in the treatment group received basic education, while 19 percent of the females
and 12 percent of the males in the control group received it.

Thus, JTPA produced a noticeable increment in service receipt in the two service
strategy subgroups for which we could measure the differences: classroom training and
OJT/ISA. Inthe third, other services, we could not measure the treatment-control group
differential for the most common service received by the treatment group and found only
a slight differential in the case of the other key service. In terms of the average number
of hours of services received, JTPA produced a modest increase for the two subgroups for
which we could measure this effect. Female and male youths in the classroom training
subgroup received, respectively, 187 and 127 more hours of classroom training in
occupational skills than they would have if JTPA were not available, while female and
male youths in the OJT/JSA subgroup received, respectively, an additional 105 and 128
hours of on-the-job training.

IMPACTS ON EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

Differences in the services received by youths in the treatment and contro!l groups produced
differences in the rate at which high school dropouts in these groups attained a high school

A
o
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Exhibit S.11  Impacts on Antainment of a Training-Related High School Diploma or GED
Certificate: Out-of-School Youth JTPA Assignees Who Were High Scheol
Dropouts, by Gender

Female vouths Male youths

Service % artaining HS/GED Impaa, in % attaining HS/GED Impact, 1n
strategy Assignees Controls % poir«s Assignees Controls % points
subgroup (1) 2) (3) ) (3) (6)
Classroom

training 32.9% 16.6% 16.4%%= 27.3% 18.3% 9.0
OJT/ISA 9.8 6.0 3.8 14.9 4.9 10.1*=~
Other services 31.7 21.0 10.7** 26.1 16.9 9.1*=
All subgroups 28.6 16.6 11.9%** 23.9 14.0 9.9%=x
Sample size ° 1,050 955

a. Assignees and control group members who were high school dropouts.
® Sutstically significant at the .10 level, *® at the .05 level, *** at the .01 level (two-ailed test).

diplomaor GED certificate. S.1ce half of the female youths in the study sample and three-
fiiths of the male youths were high school dropouts, impacts on their educational
attainment represent an important result of the program.

As shown in the fourth row of Exhibit §.11, among control group members who were
dropouts 17 percent of the female youths and 14 percent of the male youths both enrolled
in a school or training service and received a high school diploma or GED certificate at
some time during the 18-month follow-up period. Among the corresponding treatment
group members, however, 29 percent of the female youths and 24 percent of the male
youths subsequently attained a training-related high school credential. The program
impact in both cases was highly significant. Impacts were also statistically significant for
male youths in all three service strategy subgroups and for females in the classroom
training and other services subgroups—the two service strategy subgroups that focused the
most on basic education. The impact was particularly striking for female youths in the
classroom training subgroup.

IMPACTS ON EARNINGS, BY SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUP

As noted at the outset, the estimated program impact on the earnings of iecmale youths
overall was negligible; the impact on male youths overall was substantially negative, but
that impact was largely concentrated among those male youths who reported having been
arrested between their sixteenth birthday and random assignment. Exhibit S.12 provides
amoredetailed understanding of these findings by presenting estimates for the three service
strategy subgroups of youths during each of the six quarters of the follow-up period.
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Exhibit S.12 Impacis on Quarterly and 18-Month Earnings: Oui-of-School Youth
JTPA Assignees, by Gender and Service Strategy Subgroup

: Female vouths Male vouths
| Control Impacit per Control Impact per
mean assignee mean assignee
Period (1) 2) (3) )
Classroom training subgroup
Quarter 1 s 742 S -210%*= s 1,226 S -300**
2 909 - 189%== 1,345 96
3 1,052 -150* 1,655 -2
4 991 24 1,773 0
S 1,047 70 1,889 -56
6 1,196 - 87 1,895 4
All quarters 5,936 - 542 9,783 - 259
Sample size © 1,045 526
OJT/ISA subgroup
Quarter 1 S 1,002 $ 149 § 1,651 s -57
2 1,074 203* 1,988 - 219
3 1,252 97 2,197 - 302«
4 1,363 3 2,160 - 203
S 1,368 103 2,316 - 192
6 1,562 -146 2,452 - 339%=
’ All quarters 7,620 410 12,765 - 1,313
Sample size © 545 615
Other services subgroup
Quarter 1 § 653 $ 43 $ 1,362 S -285%*
2 909 -68 1,457 -121
3 1,023 -96 1,605 -218
4 1,047 -52 1,751 - 276
5 1,093 -41 1,766 - 114
6 1,001 55 1,899 - 292%*
All quarters 5,726 -158 9.839 - 1,305+
Sample size © 710 607

a Assigneer and control group memben combined.
*  Sutistically significant at the .10 level. *® at the .05 Jevel. **® at the .01 level (two-tailed test)
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In the female classroom training subgroup impacts on earnings were negative and
statistically significant during the first three follow-up quarters. As with adult women.
these initial losses probably reflect the earnings forgone by treatment group members
while they were attending classes. Unlike the experience of adult women, however, female
youths in classroom training did not experience any significant incr-ases in earnings later
in the follow-up period. Hence, the earnings female youths lost hile participating in
classroom training were not offset by a payback period, at least not by the end of the 18-
month follow-up.

Female youths in the OJT/JSA subgroup experienced a different pattern. The initial
impacts on their earnings were moderately positive (and statistically significant in the
second follow-up quarter), which may reflect an initial boost in employment produced by
on-the-job training, job search assistance, or both. But these short-run gains were not
sustained over time.

Program impacts on the earnings of female youths in the other services subgroup were
negligible in all six follow-up quarters. In other words, the mix of predominantly
miscellaneous services and basic education that JTPA provided to this subgroup had little
or no impact.

The impact estimates for male youths in the classroom training subgroup were similar
to those for their female youth counterparts. Impacts were substantially negative and
statistically significant in the first follow-up quarter, again, perhaps reflecting the costs
of being in class instead of employed. And as with female youths, the later follow- -up
quarters brought no earning increases large enough to offset the initial loss.

Impacts on male youths in the OJT/JSA subgroup were negative in all six foliow-up
quarters. Over the follow-up period as a whole the OJT/JS A strategy yielded a statistically
significant earnings loss of $-1,313, or -10.3 percent of the corresponding control group’s
mean earnings. This loss reflected mainly an estimated -8.5 percent program-induced
reduction in the average number of hours worked by male youths; average hourly earnings
among those who worked were largely unaffected by the program (not shown in the exhibit).

Male youths in the other services subgroup experienced an estimated earnings loss of
$-1,305, or -13.3 percent of what their earnings would have been without access to JTPA.
This loss reflc~ted mainly a-9.7 percent reduction in the average number of hours worked,
although average hourly earnings when working were also reduced by an estimated -4.0
percent (not shown)."

15. The percentage impacts on hours worked and on eamnings per hour worked do not sum exactly to the
percentage impact on total ¢ imings because the relationship between total eamings and its components 1s
multiplicative, not additive.
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For these last two service strategy subgroups of male youths, it therefore appears that
the negative program impact on earnings reflected mainly a negative program impact on
the number of hours worked, as opposad to a negative impact on the hourly earnings of
those who worked. The next subsection will also demonstrate that the negative impacts
on earnings for the OJT/JSA and the other services subgroups of male youths are
attributable primarily to a large negative estimated impact on the earnings of those male
youths with a previous arrest who were recommended for each of these two service
strategies.'®

It is important to bear in mind that although this analysis by service strategy subgroup
is illuminating, one cannot interpret the findings for one service strategy subgroup as
having direct implications for the youths recommended for one of the other two service
strategies. Again, we can only determine which service strategies were effective for those
applicants recommended for them, because the three service strategy subgoups differed in
the personal characteristics of their members.

IMpacTs oN EARNINGS, BY ETHNICITY, BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT, AND
REPORTED ARRESTS

The estimated program impacts on earnings for out-of-school youths did not vary
systematically with the ethnic backgrounds of sample members or with the barriers to
employment they faced when they applied to JTPA.

Exhibit S.13 presents the estimated program impacts on white, black, and Hispanic
youths. The impact estimates for female vouths did not differ substantially by ethnic
group, and no ethnic group experienced a statistically significant impact. In addition,
separate tests of the statistical significance of the differences among the impacts on these
groups (not shown) confirm the lack of a differential effect of JTPA. For the male youths
there were differences in estimated impacts among the three ethnic groups, but these
differences were not statistically significant and may therefore have been due to chance
(test not shown).

Exhibit S.14 presents the estimates for subgroups of youths defined in terms of the
three specific barriers to employment investigated for adults: welfare receipt, limited
education, and limited recent work experience. As was the case for adults, these barriers
represented serious obstacles to employment for youths, as evidenced by the fact that

16. Note that the much smaller and statistically insignificant estimated impact on the eamings of male
vouths in the classroom-training subgroup is not attributable to this subgroup's having a substanually smaller
proportion of previous arrestees than the other two service stralegy subgroups (which it did not).
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Exhibit §.13  Impacts on the 18-Month Earnings of Major Ethnic Groups: Out-of-School
Yowrh JTPA Assignees, by Gender
Female youths Male vouths
Sample Control Impact per Sample Contro!l Impact per
size® mean assignee size mean assignee

Ethnic group (1) (2) (3) (<) (5) (6)
White, non-Hispanic 1,148 S 7,006 § -122 946 $ 12,550 § -1,333*~
Black, non-Hispanic 749 5,601 -135 522 8,164 15
Hispanic 366 5,019 -554 248 10,126 -1,238
Full sample * 2,300 6,225 -182 1,748 10,736 - 854

a. Assignees and control grc.)up members combined.
b. Including the three major ethnic groups and American Indians, Alaskan Natives, Asians, and Pacific Islanders.
* Suustically sigaificant af the .10 level, ** at the .05 level, *** at the .01 level (two-tailed test).

control group earnings drop markedly as the number of barriers increases (bottom panel
of the exhibit).

There was no statistically significant relationship, however, between the number or
nature of these employment barriers and the effect of JTPA on out-of-school youths.
Among female youths, in particular, there was little difference between the estimated
program impact on sample members who faced each of the three employment barriers and
those who did not face that barrier. Furthermore, there was no clear pattern in the
relationship between the estimated program impacts and the number of employment
barriers faced. Tests for significant differences in impacts among subgroups (not shown)
revealed none that was statistically significant.

Among male youths the differences between the impact on sample members who faced
a particular employment barrier and those who did not appear to have been more
substantial. For male youths with limited education or limited recent work experience,
JTPA appears to have reduced the earnings of those facing one of these two barriers by
more than it reduced the earnings of those who did not (top panel, column 6). In addition,
the more barriers faced, the more JTPA seems to have reduced earnings over the follow-
up period. None of these differences in impact estimates between or among the subgroups
were statistically significant, however, and so the patterns they imply are only suggestive
and may in fact be due to chance. Moreover, the difference in impacts was in the opposite
direction for male youths receiving welfare and those not receiving welfare.

Again, the most striking subgroup difference for youths was between the impacts
estimated for male youths who had been arrested before and those who had not. As shown
in Exhibit S.15, on average, male youths with a previous arrest experienced a highly
significant $-3,038 program-induced earnings loss during their 18-month follow-up
period. In contrast, male youths without a previous arrest experienced an insignificant

:’




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LX e JTPA 18-MONTH IMPACTS / EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Exhibit S.14  Impacis on the 18-Month Earnings of Subgroups Facing Selected Barriers to
Employment: Out-of-School Youth JTPA Assignees, by Gender

Female youths Male vouths

Barrier 10 Sample Conurol Impact per Sample Control hnpact per
employment size® mean assignee size® mean assignee
(in italic) ) 2) (3) (4) (5 (6,
Receiving cash welfare 701 $ 4,397 $ -391 185 s 8815 § .56
No cash welfare 1412 7174 -154 1,374 11,292 -1.020%=
No high school diploma

or GED certificate 1,047 4,192 23 947 10.087 -1,144=
High school diploma

or GED certificate 1,146 8,055 437 730 11,612 -420
Worked less than 13 . .

weeks in past 12 mos. 1,235 4,425 -31 754 8.616 -1.286%=
Worked 13 weeks or -

more in past 12 mos. 829 8,886 255 842 12,808 -832
Number of barriers

None of the above 545 9,964 -260 475 13,352 459

One of the above 790 6,552 -236 733 10,810 -695

Two of the above 675 4,486 451 455 8,520 -1,242

All three of the above 281 2,189 659 81 7.642 -1,278
Full sample 2,300 6,225 -182 1,748 10.736 -854 ==

a. Assignees and control group members combined.
* Sutistically significant at the .10 level. ** stthe .05 level, **¢ atthe .01 level (two-tailed test).

$-224 earnings loss. The difference between these two impact estimates was highly
significant and did not change when we controlled for the distributions of the two
subgroups across the study sites and service strategy subgrours.

Moreover, this difference appeared in all six follow-up quarters, all three service
strategy subgroups, and 13 of the 15 study sites where youths were included in the sample.”’
The negative impact on the subgroup of male youths with a previous arrest (25 percent of
the male youth treatment group) accounts for 82 percent of the program-induced earnings
loss for male youths overali,

It is important to note, however, that these large, negative impact estimates, which are
based on our First Follow-up Survey (the basis for all the impact estimates in this report),
differ substantially from corresponding impact estimates for male youths with a previous
arrest that are based on earnings data from an alternative data source, namely, the

17. The Oakland site excluded vouths from the study, vielding a toial of 15 study sites for the vouth
analysis.
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Exhibit §.15  Impacis on the 18-Month Earnings of Subgroups With and Withow a
Previous Arrest: Out-of-School Youth JTPA Assignees, by Gender

Female vouths Male vouihs
Sample Control Impact per Sample Control Impact per
size © mean assignee size ® mean assignee

Arrest siatus () 2) (3) (4) (5) (6}
Arrested since ’

age 16 125 $5.827 $ 705 401 $11,237 $-3,038%=*
Not arrested since ]

age 16 2,122 6,251 -200 1313 10,696 -224

a. Assigonees and cootrol group manben combined.
* Satistically significant at the .10 level, *® ot the .05 level, *** at the .01 Jevel (two-lailed teat).

administrative records of state unemployment insurance agencies.'* Impact estimates based
on Ul earnings data for a subsample of the 18-month study sample suggest there was
virtually no program impact on the earnings of the previous arrestees among maie youths.
Although there is thus some question about the degree to which JTPA reduced the earnings
of those male youths with a previous arrest, both data sources agree that the program did
not increase their earnings, or the earnings of male youths overall.

We will explore further the differences in the estimates from the two data sources in
our forthcoming final report. The impact estimates from the two data sources do not.
however, differ appreciably for adult women, adult men, female youths, or those male
youths who did not report a previous arrest.

SUMMARY AND COMPARISON WITH PREVIOUS FINDINGS

The preceding analysis has shown that JTPA Title II-A did not appreciably affect the
earnings of female out-of-school youths. On average, the program reduced total earnings
during the 18-month follow-up period by $-182 per female youth assignee (treatment group
member), but this estimated effect was not statistically significant. Nor were the impact
estimates statistically significant for female youths in each of the three service strategy
subgroups or in any of the subgroups defined by personal characteristics.

The findings for male out-of-school youths are very different. On average, JTPA
reduced the estimated earnings of this target group by a statistically significant $-854 over
the 18-month follow-up period. But most of this negative estimated impact was

18. Appendix E examines this issue. As discussed there, the impact findings for male youths with a
previous arrest differ between the two data sources because earnings data on the treatment group and the
control group of male vouth arrestees difler between the two data sources

i
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concentrated among the 25 percent of male youths who had a previous arrest. Hence. for
most male youths (the 75 percent who reported no previous arrest) the program appeared
to have a negligible effect, as was the case for female youths.

The findings for out-of-school youths in this study are not inconsistent with those from
the two existing experimental studies of employment and training programs for out-ot-
school youths. The first, the youth component of the National Supported Work
Demonstration, evaluated an intensive work experience program (Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corporation, 1980); and the second, JOBSTART, evaluated intensive
education, employment, and training services provided through JTPA (Cave and Doolittle.
1991). The Supported Work study found negligible post-program impacts on the earnings
of youth participants, most of whom were male. JOBSTART found negligible short-term
impacts for female youths and large negative short-term impacts for male youths.
mirroring the findings of the present study.

Both JOBSTART and the youth component of Supported Work targeted seriously
disadvantaged youths, who make up only a portion of the out-of-school youth population
targeted by JTPA Title Ii-A programs. And Supported Work provided far 1.10re intensive
services than are typically available from JTPA. Thus, the three studies of employment
and training programs for youths focus on different target groups and program services.

Nevertheless, none of these studies indicates that the programs examined were able
to improve the earnings prospects of disadvantaged youths; and two of ‘he three studies
found that the programs actually reduced the earnings of male youths, at least in the short
term. The experimental findings to date are therefore cause for concern.

Implications of the Findings

The National JTPA Study is based on an examination of 16 study sites, which are not a
probability sample of all JTPA service delivery areas and which, despite their diversity.
may not be representative of the nation. Nevertheless, to the extent that the findings in
this report apply to other localities, they have important policy implications.

The study has shown that JTPA Title 1I-A is helping to raise the earnings of many of
its participants, especially adults, but it has also identified several groups for whom the
program is having no effect or even adverse effects. In particular, the Title II-A programs

19. Although many other employment and training programs for youths have been studied in the past, the
findings obtained provide little reliable information because of the methodological problems endemic to the
nonexperimental research designs that were used. See the review in Betsey, Hollister, and Papageorgiou
(1985).
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studied failed to raise the average earnings of out-of-school youths in general. and they
reduced the average earnings of male out-of-school youths who reported having been
arrested between their sixteenth birthday and random assignment.

But although this analysis has identified groups not being adequately served by the
program, we cannot use these findings to prescribe ways to serve them better. The study
was designed to observe only the impacts of JTPA as it was operated during the study
period, not alternative ways of serving the same population.

Finding ways to improve program performance for those groups negligibly or
adversely affected by the current program will require experimentation with a range of
alternative service strategies for those groups and rigorous evaluation of their impacts.
We cannot overemphasize the importance of rigorous evaluation of new approaches to
serving these groups. Experience has demonstrated that simply trying out alternative
program strategies without rigorous evaluation is not enough. As a National Research
Council report concluded in reviewing some 400 reports on a wide range of youth
employment and training demonstrations, “Despite the magnitude of the resources
ostensibly devoted to the objectives of research and demonstration, there is little reliable
information on the effectiveness of the programs in solving youth employment problems™
(Betsey, Hollister, and Papageorgiou, 1985). To address this deficiency, the authors
recommended greater reliance on field experiments with random assignment.

Indeed, the reason it is difficult to draw conclusions from studies that do not use
random assignment is clear from our findings on the control groups in this study. The
patterns of control group earnings over the 18-month follow-up period demonstrate that
even without access to JTPA both adults and youths would have experienced a growth ir.
earnings, and their earnings would have varied substantially across the three service
strategies. Inother words, if one looks only at the post-program earnings and employment
of program participants, one can easily mistake patterns of outcomes that would have
occurred anyway for impacts of the program.

Finally, although the findings presented here clearly reveal a need for some program
changes, the full findings of the National JTPA Study have not been obtained. Our
forthcoming final report will extend the analysis in several ways. First, we will estimate
program impacts on earnings, employment, and educational attainment over a longer
follow-up period. Growth or decline in the impacts during the period beyond 18 months
could materially alter the differences in estimated impacts among target groups, service
strategy subgroups, and other key subgroups that we have observed thus far. Second. we
will also include estimated impacts on the receipt of AFDC and food stamp benefits. Third,
and most important, we will compare the impacts and costs of JTPA Title I1-A and its three
service strategies, to determine the cost-effectiveness of the program at the 16 study sites.

b1




Background: JTPA Title II-A Nationally,
Previous Research, and the National JTPA Study

HE National JTPA Study was commissioned by the U.S. Department of Labor

in 1986, in response to a Congressional mandate to study the effectiveness of programs
funded by the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982. This JTPA legislation specified that
analysis be conducted of the “increase in employment and earnings for participants, reduced
support costs, [and] increased tax revenues” (section 454 of the act).

The National JTPA Study employs a randomized experiment to estimate the impacts of
JTPA Title II-A programs operated by 16 local service delivery areas (SDAs) in the
continental United States. Specifically, over a period starting in November 1987 and ending
in September 1989, the experiment randomly assigned all Title II-A eligible adults and out-
of-school youths who applied to these 16 study sites and were judged appropriate for JTPA
by site staff to one of two groups: a freatmerit group, whose members were given access to
program services, and a control group, whose members were not allowed to receive program
services, for a period of 18 months after their random assignment.! The study compares the
subsequent eamings, employment, and welfare receipt of these two matched groups to obtain
estimates of Title II-A impacts on the populations served at the sites.

The decision by the Department of Labor (DOL) to sponsor this type of study was based
on a growing consensus among researchers at the time that a randomized experiment was
indeed necessary to achieve valid and reliable evidence of the impacts of employment and

1. The period of random assignment was different for each SDA, but the first sample member entered the
study in November 1987 and the last one entered in September 1989,
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training programs®—and on the unanimous recommendation to the same effect offered by 2
research advisory panel convened by DOL to determine how best to evaluate JTPA programs
(Stromsdorfer et al., 1985).

The 16 SDAs that participated in the study represent a broad range of programs, program
participants, and labor markets. Alltold, the study’s findings—based on survey data, SDA
administrative records, and data from state unemployment insurance agencies—will provide
the first valid and reliable evidence of the impacts of JTPA Title II-A programs. The analysis
focuses on a variety of different groups within the study sample of 20,601 eligible program
applicants. A first set comprises four main farget groups of Title II-A: economically
disadvantaged adult women and men and female and male out-of-school youths.* A second
set comprises groups defined by clusters of specific program services, or service strategies,
recommended for them by SDA intake staff. The study’s analysis of these service strategy
subgroups offers insight into the impacts of different combinations of specific program
services on the groups of program participants deemed likely to benefit from them. Finally,
the study also examines impacts on a number of key subgroups defined by individual
characteristics—such as ethnicity, race, or such barriers to employment as welfare receipt,
limited education, and limited recent work experience—that figure prominently in JTPA
policy debates.

This report presents estimates of program impacts on the camings and employment of
each of these groups over the 18 months following random assignment. A companion volume
(Doolittle, forthcoming) describes how the 16 SDAs operated their Title II-A programs at the
time of the study and how the randomized experiment was implemented. The other volumes
in this series are listed at the front of this report. Our forthcoming final report will examine
ir-pacts on earnings, employment, and welfare receipt over a longer follow-up period and
present a benefit-cost analysis of the local programs studied.

The remainder of this chapter offers background on the JTPA program nationally, the

results and limitations of previous research on employment and training program impacts, and
the more specific goals and objectives of the National JTPA Study.

The JTPA Title II-A Program Nationally

The federal government has sponsored job-training programs for unemployed and economi-
cally disadvantaged Americans for almost three decades. These programs began with the

2. See Fraker and Maynard (1984), Lalonde (1984), Betsey, Hollister, and Papageorgiou (1985), and
Burtless and Orr (1986).

3. The study excluded in-school youths, for reasons discussed in Chapter 2.

£
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Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 (MDTA), which was replaced in 1973 by
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), which, in turn, was replaced in
1982 by the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)—the current federal program. Title II-A
of JTPA—the focus of the present study—is designated to serve the employment and training
needs of economically disadvantaged adults 22 years of age and older and youths, 16 to 21
vears old.* According to its statement of purpose (section 2), Title II-A of JTPA is intended:

to prepare youth and unskilied adults for entry into the labor force and to
afford job training to those economically disadvantaged individuals and
other individuals facing serious barriers to employment, who are in special
need of such training to obtain productive employment.

For adults, the program is intended to increase earnings and employment, and reduce
dependence on welfare. For youths, the program has somewhat broader objectives, which
include fostering their attainment of educational credentials and occupational competencies.
as well as increasing their eamings and employment.

JTPA was one of the first “New Federalism” programs, which sought to decentralize
program planning and oversight. Assuch, it has stimulated wide variation in program content
and administration. The ability to tailor programs to local needs and opportunities, rather than
to implement a standard intervention, is fundamental to JTPA.

ADMINISTRATION

JTPA Title II-A is funded by the federal government, which spends about $1.8 billion annually
to serve roughly a million participants a year (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1991). The
states coordinate and regulate local JTPA activities, which are administered by county and
city governments.

Within this framework the federal govermment allocates JTPA funds in two parts. The
largest part, 78 percent of the total, is allocated by a formula directly to the local SDAs
administering the program.® The remaining 22 percent is allocated to the states as set-asides
to promote specific program objectives.®

4. Some local Title I-A programs also serve 14- and 15-vear-olds.

S. The formula allocates the 78 percent of funds in two steps: first to each state, and then to the SDAs
within each state The states, however, have no direct role in this allocation.

6. These state set-asides are 3 percent for services to older workers, 8 percent to coordinate JTPA programs
with educational programs, 6 percent for SDA performance incentives, and 5 percent for state auditing and
-administrative costs.

™
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. Nationally, there are 649 SDAs, covering every part of the country. Formed by one or
more local governments, the SDAs operate local JTPA programs with guidance from a Private
Industry Council. These PICs comprise representatives of local businesses, unions, social
service agencics, and employment and training organizations.

SERVICES

SDAs provide specific employment and training services (often tezmed program activities)
either directly through their own staff or by contracting with other local service providers, such
as public schools, community colleges, proprietary schools, and community-based organiza-
tions. The specific services offered come in many different forms, but they generally fallunder
one of six basic categories:

* classroom training in occupational skills, in-class instruction teaching specific
job skills, such as word processing, electronics repair, and home health care;

e on-the-job training, subsidized training that takes place as part of a paying job,
often in a private sector firm (JTP A usually pays half of the wages for the training
subsidy up to six months, but the jobs are supposed to be permanent);

 job search assistance, assessment of participants’ job skills and interests, along
with training in job-finding techniques and help in locating job openings;

basic education, including Adult Basic Education (ABE), high school or General
Educational Development (GED, or high school equivalency) preparation, and
English as a Second Language (ESL);

e work experience, temporary entry-level jobs designed to provide basic employ-
ment skills and instil! effective work habits (the jobs may be subsidized by JTPA
if they are in the pubic sector); and

* miscellaneous services, including assessment, job-readiness training, custom-
ized training, vocational exploration, job shadowing, and tryout employment,
among a variety of other services.

For adult and out-of-school youth “terminees’ who were enrolled in Title II-A programs
nationwide during the sample intake period for the present study (November 1987 to
September 1989), the most common specific services received were on-the-job training (28
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percent of JTPA enrollees), classroom training in occupational skills (28 percent), and job
search assistance (25 percent).’

PARTICIPANTS

Among the adults ard out-of-school youths who were enrolled in Title II-A nationally during
the sample intake period for the present study, 95 percent were classified as economically
disadvantaged.® About 86 percent were identified as facing one or more barriers to
employment, including limited education, limited recent work experience, and others.®

The adults and out-of-school youths who enrolled in ITPA during this period were 54
percent female and 46 percent male. In terms of their ethnic backgrounds, 54 percent were
white, 30 percent were black, and 12 percent were Hispanic. About 65 percent were high
school graduates; but 48 percent were receiving some form of public assistance when they
applied to JTPA, and 29 percent were receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC).

PERFORMANCE

One distinguishing feature of JTPA is its emphasis on program performance standards,
especially with regard to the return on the program’s investment in human capital, or the labor
market skills and experience of program participants. Forexample, as stated in section 106(a)
of the JTPA legislation:

The Congress recognizes that job training is an investment in human capital
and not an expense. In order to determine whether that investment has been
productive, the Congress finds that—

7. Job Training Quarterly Survey (JTQS) data. The JTQS is conducted by the U.S. Bureau of the Census,
under contract to DOL, and reported by Westat, Inc.

8. JTPA defines economically disadvaniaged as having a family income equal to or below the poverty
guideline set by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget or 70 percent of the lower living standard set by
the U.S. Department of Labor. The data presented in this and the following paragraph were computed from Job
Training Quarterly Survey (JTQS) data for the relevant months.

9. Tentypesof barriers to employment were included: (1 Yhaving been employed 15 or fewer weeks during
the 26 weeks before application to JTPA (67 percent of the enrollees), (2) lack of a high school diploma (35
percent), (3) having reading skills below the seventh grade level (22 percent), (4) being an ex-offender (9
percent); (5) teing physically handicapped (9 percent), (6) being 2 war veteran (9 percent), (7) being a long-
term AFDC recipient (9 percent), (8) being over 55 years old (6 percent), (9) having a limited English speaking
ability (4 percent), and (10) being & displaced homemaker (3 percent).

™
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(1) it is essential that criteria for measuring the return on this investment be
developed; and

(2) the basic return on the investment is to be measured by the increased
employment and earnings of participants and the reductions in welfare
dependency.

As a result of this emphasis, DOL has expended considerable effort to develop a system
of performance standards by which to judge SDAs’ achievement of program goals.!® The
standards for adults focus on employment and wage rates, for participants in general and for
welfare recipients in particular; those for youths focus on employment and attainment of one
or more measures of skills enhancement. DOL also established standards for program costs,
but less emphasis has been placed on those standards in the past several years.

Among the adults who entered Title II-A during the sample intake period for the present
study, 69 percent had entered an unsubsidized job before leaving the program (that is, before
their enrollment was terminated). The average hourly wage for those jobs was $5.86. Among
out-of-school youths, 71 percent entered an unsubsidized job, began further training, or
achieved another goal defined by DOL as a “positive termination.™"! -

These standards measure certain outcomes of participatirg in JTPA Title II-A programs,
but they provide no indication of program impacts. For example, the fact that 69 percent of
adult terminees found an unsubsidized job does not mean that JTPA caused their employment
to occur. Itis possible that all of these terminees who found 2 job might have done so without
access to JTPA: if this were true, then we would have to say the program had no impact. On
the other hand, if very few adult terminees would have found a job without JTPA, then the
program had a large impact. In other words, a program outcome measure alone does notallow
us to determine what the program actually caused to happen.

To measure JTPA program impacts, one must compare the labor market outcomes of
program participants with the outcomes they would have experienced without the program—
as messured by the experience of a control group whose members did not have access to the
program.

10. The original Title II-A performance standards measured only immediate post-program outcomes. DOL
added several measures of subsequent labor market outcomes in program year 1982

11. The findings in this paragraph were computed from JTQS dats for a sample of JTPA terminees who
were enrolled in the program during the sample intake period for the present study.
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REcENT PoLicY AMENDMENTS

Because the Job Training Partnership Act was enacted as permanent legislation. it has not
been subject to periodic reauthorizations, as CETA was. The JTPA program has therefore
had a more stable history than its immediate predecessor, and was already a well-established
program when this study began in 1987.

In 1985 Congress instituted minor changes in the program, and in 1988 DOL established
new performance standards. On September 7, 1992 President Bush signed the Job Training
Reform Amendments of 1992 into law (PL102-367). These amendmentsto JTPA address the
following issues, among others:

«  Program targeting. In response to concerns that JTPA's emphasis on perfor-
mance standards discourage SDAs from serving clients who are most in need, the
amendments require that at least 65 percent of the adults and youths in the year-
round program be persons with identifiable barriers to employment.

«  Program services. The amendments require a formal objective assessment and
an individual service sirategy for all program participants. Basic skills and
occupational skills training must be provided if the assessment suggests they are
needed and work experience or job search assistance may not be provided alone
unless the assessment indicates this is appropriate. Furthermore, enroliment in
OJT is limited to six months and this period must vary in accorg with the level
of skills for which training is provided.

«  Programperformance. The amendments specify that incentive grants to SDAs
be based in part on the extent to which they serve persons with identifiable
barriers to employment. In addition, performance standards must now reflect
participants' acquisition of basic skills, achievement of specific occupational
competencies or attainment of high school equivalency credential.

»  Programs for youths. The amendments provide a separate title, I11-C, for year-
round programs for youths. At least 50 percent of the participants in this new
title must be out-of-school youths. The Summer Youth Employment and
Training program, Title 1I-B, is maintained as a separate program.

« Other issues. The amendments also restructure current limitations on how
SDAs can spend program funds. it modifies the basic formula for allocating
JTPA funds to SDAEs, it requires procedures to increase the fiscal accountability
of SDAEs, it specifies improvements to the data collected about local programs,
and it includes provisions to enhance the coordination of JTPA. programs with
other human service programs.

f:8
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Previous Studies of Employment and Training Programs

Rescarchers have been trying to measure the impacts of employment and training programs
for as long as the programs have beeun part of federal social poiicy. Since the passage of
MDTA in 1962, literally scores of these studies have been conducted.

THE CENTRAL METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEM

The central methodological problem in all of these studies has been how to determine what the
labor market experience of participants would have been without their access to the program
in question. The most common approach has been to select a comparison group of persons
as similar to program participants as possible, but who did not participate in the program. The
labor market outcomes of this comparison group have then been used to estimate what the
participants’ labor market outcomes would have been in the absence of the program. In
addition, researchers have used statistical models to adjust their estimates for observed
differences between participants (the treatment group) and the comparison group.

The problem stems from the fact that the only way to adjust for differences between these
two groups is by using individual characteristics that can be measured. Thus, one cannot
control directly for characteristics that affect labor market outcomes but that cannot be
measured fully, such as motivation. Nevertheless, if these unmeasured or partially measured
factors are the same for program participants and comparison group members, on average,
or if they correlate in specific ways with factors that can be measured, they can be fully
accounted for in estimates of program impacts.

For example, if the motivation level of participants and comparison group members were
the same, the effect of this factor on the labor market outcomes of each group would be the
same. In this case the unmeasured characteristics of the two groups would balance out and
would not bias the estimates of program impacts.!2

But if unmeasured characteristics that affect labor market outcomes are not well balanced
between program participants and the comparison group, the impact estimates produced by
comparison group methods will be biased. For example, if the motivation of program
participants were higher than that of comparison group members, it would not be appropriate
to attribute all of the subsequent difference between the eamings of these two groups to the

12. In addition, if the motivation level were different for program participants and comparison group
members, but if it were correiated in certain ways with characteristics that were measured (suchas pasteamings,
age, gender, and race), then by controlling statistically for differences in measured variables one could
simultaneously conirol for the differences in unmeasured factors. Once again, the effect of unmeasured
characteristics would be “neutralized.”

£3
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program being studied. To do so would overstate the actual program impact, because even
without the program, the participants would have eamed more, on average, than the
comparison group members.

This problem of selection bias has been insurmountable for comparison group studies of
the impacts of employment and training programs. Although a wide range of sophisticated
statistical matching and modeling procedures have been used to address the problem, no
acceptable solution has yet been reached.

The basic limitation of the studies is simply that without perfect measures of the
unmeasurad variables, one cannot be certain whether the selection bias has been removed. In
fact, that certainty is possible only when the problem does not exist. Comparison group
studies therefore require an assumption that the problem has been resolved by the procedures
used to adjust for selection bias. But different procedures have produced different results; and
we cannot choose among the procedures with confidence because we cannot know which
procedures most successfully removed the selection bias.

Random assignment is an alternative way to choose a group whose experience will reflect
what program participants’ labor market outcomes would have been without access to the
program. Researchers are increasingly using this approach—which relies on a control group
matched to the treatment group—because of its ability to climinate selection bias.

Basically, random assignment is like a lottery. Individuals first apply to a program and
are screened to ensure their eligibility. Next, much like the flip of a coin, a computer randomly
determines who can enter the program and who cannot. Ifthere are more applicants than can
be served by the program anyway;, this procedure is a fair way to allocate the scarce resources
involved. In addition, the laws of probability ensure that the applicants who are denied access
to the program (the control group) do not differ systematically from the applicants who are -
offered access (the treatment group) in any way, measurable or not.

Thus, the subsequent labor market outcomes of control group members serve as valid
estimates of what these outcomes would have been for treatment group members if the latter
had not had access to the program. And therefore, the difference between the labor market
outcomes of the treatment and control groups represents a valid estimate of the true impact
of the program.

EARLY STUDIES

The numerous studies of employment and training programs conducted in the 1960s and
1970s were generally limited to measuring short-term post-program earnings and employ-

~1
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ment, as well as a few demographic characteristics, for program participants and members of
acomparison group. Differences in demographic characteristics between the treatment group
and comparison group were controlied for using standard statistical methods (ordinary least
squares regressions). Because the data and the statistical techniques used to control for
selection bias in these studies were inadequate, little systematic knowledge emerged from them
(see Perry et al., 1975).

SeECOND GENERATION STUDIES

Several studies conducted later in the seventies and early eighties were based on longitvdinal
earnings data for program participants and comparison group members (Ashenfelter, 1978;
Kiefer, 1979; Cooley, McGuire, and Prescott, 1979; and Bloom, 1984b). These and
subsequent studies applied relatively sophisticated statistical models to extensivedata onlarge
samples.’®

The basic approach was to adjust for differences in the pre-program earnings pattemns of
participants and comparison group members when comparing the post-program earnings of
the two groups. Here the assumption was that because pre-program eamings predict
participants’ post-program carnings without the program, controlling for the difference inpre-
program earnings between participants and comparison group members would reduce
selection bias to an acceptable level.

Tue NaTIONAL CETA EVALUATIONS

Optimism in the research community about the ability of longitudinal eamings data to control
statistically for treatment-control group differences in pre-program eamings and thereby yield
valid program impact estimates led to the adoption of this second generation approach as the
core strategy for the national CETA evaluations, which began in the 1970s. The evaluations
were based on data from the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CLMS), the
Current Population Survey (CPS), and eamings records maintained by the Social Security
Administration (SSA).

The CLMS was a large-scale survey of CETA participants. It collected detailed
information on their individual characteristics and linked this information to annual eamings
data on sample members in SSA records. The comparison group for the evaluations was
drawn from the CPS.

13. Ashenfelter (1978) used an autoregressive model;, Kiefer (1979), a fixed-cflect mode], and Bloom
(1984b), & time-varying, fixed-effect model.

!
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The CLMS and CPS data made it possible for researchers to combine statistical models
of longitudinal earnings with a variety of procedures to match members of the comparison
group to CETA participants, based on the detailed data on individual characteristics available
for both groups.!*

Several major studies were commissioned to estimate CETA impacts from the CLMS.
Exhibit 1.1 draws from Barnow’s (1987) detailed review of these studies. IMost striking are
the results for male participants, which ranged from estimates of small earnings gains tolarge
earnings losses, depending on the study. But the results for females also varied substantially;
three of the four studies found that CET A markedly increased annual earnings, but the fourth
found almost no effect. Thus, for both males and females the estimates of CETA impacts
depended critically on the statistical method used.' And according to Barnow (1987, 157):

Data limitations and the inability to adequately test the validity of the
selection processes assumed make it impossible to dctcrmmc which studies
modeled the process correctly.

RANDOMIZED EXPERIMENTS

In the mid-1970s researchers beganto use an alternative approach, randomized experiments,
to measure the impacts of employment and training programs. This approach, as noted earlier,
employs a lottery to choose which eligible applicants to a program are allowed to participate
(the treatment group) and which are not (the control group). Again, the subsequent labor
market outcomes of the control group serve as a valid estimate of what the outcomes of the
treatment group would have been without the program; and thus, the treatment-control group
difference in outcomes is a valid estimate of the program impact.

The first major employment and training study to use a randomized experiment was the
National Supported Work Demonstration (Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation,
1980). Conducted between 1975 and 1979, the demonstration was a rigorous test of an
intensive work experience program for four groups: long-term AFDC recipients, young high
school dropouts, ex-addicts, and ex-offenders.

14. To select comparison group members, Westat (1984a) used discrete cell-matching, and Dickinson,
Johnson, and West (1984), a continuous Mahalanobis nearest-neighbor matching procedure. Bassi (1983) and
Bloom and McLaughlin (1982) used a simple screening criterion. These authors also produced other reports on
their CETA evaluations, which were reviewed in Bamow (1987).

15. The ranges of impact estimates presented in Exhibit 1.1 for a given study (row) reflect findings for

different subgroups and thus are not shown here as evidence of a method-specific variation in impact findings.
That evidence lies across the different studies, that is, in each column in the exhibit.

T2
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Exhibis 1.1  Swnmary of Estimated CETA Impacts on Annual Earnings, from Four Studies Using
the Comtinuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CLMS)

Study (year published) Impact, in $
a Adult women Adult men

Bloom and McLaughiin (1982) 800** to 1,300** 200
Dickinson, Johnson, and

West (1984) © 13 -690%*

White Minority White Minority
Jemales Jemales males males

Bassi (1983) ¢ d T40%% 10 TI8%*  426%* 1o 671%* n/s 117 10 211
Westat, Inc. (1984) 408%* to $34%*  336%* to 762** ~4 to 500** -104 to 658+*
Tource: Bamnow (1987, 182-53, wble 3).

a. Sample members were ages 25-60; impacts were for program years 1976-1978, converted to 1580 dollars.
5. Sample members were ages 22-64; impacts were for program year 1978, reported is nominal dollars.

¢. Sample members were ages 23-60; impacts were for program years 1977-1978, reported in sominal dollars.
d. Sampie members were ages 14-60; impacts were for program years 1977-1978, reported in nominel dollars.
** Swutistically sigaificant at the .05 level (two-tailed test).

The Supported Work Demonstration found large eamings impacts for AFDC recipients
and small to negligible effects for the other three groups. But its successful use of a multisite,
randomized experiment to measure the impacts of employment and training programs was an
important finding in and of itself, one that would set a methodological precedent for later
research.

As the desirability and feasibility of randomized experiments became more apparent,
rescarchers began to use the approach more often. Several experimental studies of
employment and training programs were initiated during tae carly and mid-1980s; some are
now completed, while others are ongoing.

Adults. Most of the studies of employment and training programs for adults focused on
programs for welfare recipients,' although several others examined programs for displaced
workers—persons who permanently lost well-paying, stable jobs because of foreign compe-
tition or changing technology.!’

The largest randomized experimental study of employment and training programs to date
is the Dsmonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives (Gueron and Pauly, 1991). Begunin
1982, this project tested a wide range of programs for welfare applicants and recipients in cight
states, with atotal experimental sample of over 45,000 persons. Some ofthe programs studied
covered a broad cross-section of the AFDC caseload, were mandatory for AFDC recipients,

16. See Gueron and Pauly (1991) for a comprehensive review of these studies.
17. See Bloom (1990) and Corson et al. (1989).

~1
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and were operated as part of the existing Work Incentive program (WIN). Others covered only
selected portions of the AFDC caseload, were voluntary, and were run as demonstrations to
investigate the impacts of specific types of services.

Work/Welfare provided a wealth of information about the programs’ administration.
participation rates, costs, and impacts. The study also demonstrated the feasibility of
implementing a rigorous randomized experiment at a verv large scale and in many sites
simultaneously.

Other major randomized experiments studying programs for welfare recipients include
the AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide Demonstrations, conducted in seven states, with
a 9,500-person research sample (Enns, Bell, and Flanagan, 1987); the Louisville WIN
Laboratory Experiments, conducted at two local WIN offices, with a 4,200-person sample
(Goldman, 1981); the Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM), conducted in San Diego,
with a 4,600-person sample (Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989); and the already-mentioned
Supported Work Demonstration, which had a component for welfare recipients in 10 sites.
with a 1,400-person sample.

From a detailed review of the findings from these studies, Gueron and Pauly (1991, 26)
concluded that:

Almost all of the welfare-to-work programs studied led to eamings gains.
This was true for both low- and higher-cost programs and services, and for
broad-coverage and selective-voluntary programs....Seven of the nine broad-
coverage programs led to increases in average annual earnings, ranging from
$268 to $658 in the last year of follow-up. Depending on the program,
this was 11 to 43 percent above the annual eamings of people in the control
group. The smaller-scale, selective-voluntary programs increased average
annual earnings by $591 to $1,121—14 to 34 percent above the control
group’s eamings.

The authors further concluded that:

Eamings impacts for both low-cost job search and higher-cost programs
were sustained for at least three years after program enrollment.

Experimental studies of programs for displaced workers also provide a useful point of
reference, because they include adult men, who are not well represented in the other
randomized experiments.'® Two studiesare particularly relevanttothe present one: the Texas

18. Exceptions are the findings for ex-addicts and ex-convicts in the Supported Work Demonstration,
almost all of whom were men, and the findings on scveral Work/Welfare programs that served men receiving
AFDC-UP.
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Worker Adjustment Demonstration (Bloom, 1990), a three-site, 2,200-person study; and the
New Jersey Unemployment Insurance Reemployment Demonstration Project (Corson etal..
1989), a 10-site, 11,100-person study.'* The programs, target groups, and economic
environments examined were quite different in each, but both studies suggest that employ-
ment and training programs can increase the eamings and employment of displaced workers.
In addition, the Texas study indicates that program impacts were larger and more sustained
for women than for men (Bloom, 1990, vii).

Youths. The best existing information on the impacts of employment and training
programs for vouths is from the youth component of the National Supported Work
Demonstration and the recent JOBSTART demonstration.

As described earlier, Supported Work tested an intensive work experience program for
four groups, one of which was a group of about 900 young high school dropouts, most of
whom were male, located in five sites. Findings from the study indicated negligible impacts
on post-program earnings or employment for those youths (Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation, 1980).

JOBSTART is an ongoing study of 2,200 young high school dropouts in 13 sites.
Interim findings suggest a minimal post-program impact on the earnings of female youths
and a negative impact on male youths. Specifically, during the second year after random
assignment theimpact on young men was $-667, or 13 percent less than what they wouldhave
eamed without access to the program. Additional follow-up is under way to determine
whether this negative impact persisted for male youths and whether the impact for female
youths rose or declined over time.

METHODOLOGICAL STUDIES OF EXPERIMENTAL AND COMPAmson Group TECHNIQUES

While the findings from the national CETA evaluations were becoming available, a series
of studies was conducted to examine the methodological properties of experimental methods
and nonexperimental comparison group methods. Fraker and Maynard (1984) and Lal.ondc

19. The Buffalo Dislocated Worker Demonstration Program (Corson, Long, and Maynard, 1985) is another
example. Although conducted as a randomized experiment, the study estimated program impacts using
nonexperimental comparison groupmethods. Thus, its findingsare notdirectly comparable to those of the Texas
and New Jersey demonstrations.
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(1984) used data from the Supported Work Demonstration to test the ability of comparison
group methods to emulate the findings from the experiment. Ashenfelter and Card (1985)
used CLMS data to explore the variation in findings from different comparison group
methods applied to the same data. The three studies reached the same basic conclusion. As
Fraker and Maynard reported (1987, 216, 220):

The overwhelming conclusion from this study is that comparison group
study designs should be avoided when reliable estimates of program impacts
are an important study objective....

For the time being the safest evaluation strategy involves the use of a true
control group.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
CoMMITTEE ON YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

In 1985 the National Academy of Sciences convened a committee to review the existing
research on employment and training programs for youths, especially those funded through
the Youth Employment Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA). The committee found that
little could be said with confidence about the impacts of programs for youths, because the
comparison group strategics that had been used to study the programs did not offer convincing
evidence. The committee also concluded that (Betsey, Hollister, and Papageorgiou, 1985, 18,
30): .

control groups created by random assignment yield research findings about
employment and training programs that are far less biased than results based
on any other method....

Future advances in field research on the efficacy of employment and training
programs will require a more conscious commitment to research strategies
using random assignment.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JTLS RESEARCH ADVISORY PANEL

Soon after JTPA was authorized in 1982, the Department of Labor began plans for a national
evaluation of the program. This evaluation was tobuild on the longitudinal comparisongroup
approach used in the CETA evaluations. It was to include a detailed survey for a national
sample of JTTPA participants, referred to as the Job Training Longitudinal Survey (JTLS) and
a special national survey, the Survey of History of Work (SHOW) for constructing a
comparison group (Westat, 1984b).
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But when the inconsistent findings from the various CETA studies began to emerge, and
some of the early findings from the methodological studies of experimental and comparison
group techniques were becoming available, DOL staff members began to rethink the
Department’s plans. Seeking guidance on this issue, DOL convened a pane} of experts; and
authors of the CETA studies were invited to present their findings and recommendations to
the panel. The panel concluded (Stromsdorfer et al., 1985, 21):

The recommendations of the panel are strongly conditioned by the judgment
that it will not be possible to solve the problem of sclection bias within the
context of a quasi-experimental design such as the JTLS/ SHOW, at least not
in a short enough time frame to meet Congress’ needs for valid information
to guide policy. Even though many authors studying employment and
training programs have recognized the selection probiem, no such study
using a quasi-experimental design can be said to have controlled adequately
for selection bias. The panel does not intend to set forth a counsel of despair.
Rather, it is concerned that the past evaluations of CETA have consumed,
and the contemplated evaluations of JTTPA will continue to consume, millions
of dollars and much valuable time. It would be extremely unfortunate if the
analysis of the JTLS/SHOW design would yield the same ambiguous
conclusions as has the analysis of the CLMS/CPS database for CETA.

There were also well-acknowledged trade-offs with the altemative: a randomized
experiment. On the one hand, the panelists understood that the experimental approach
represented the best chance to obtain valid and reliable impact estimates for the local programs
to be studied. On the other hand, they recognized that not all local programs would agree to
participate in such a study, and thus it would be difficult to obtain a probability sample of sites
to ensure the generalizability of findings to the JTPA program nationally.

On balance, then, the advisory group decided that without valid estimates for the sites in
the study, the issue of generalizability was not relevant. Its recommendation was therefore (p.
22):

The DOL should perform a selected set of classical experiments over the next
several years thai & ‘clve random assignment of program-eligible individu-
als to the treatment (experimental) group and to the non-treatment (control)
group. This is the key recommendation of the panel. Theintent is to use these
experiments to:

. cvaluate the net impact of JTPA for selected target/
treatment groups in a set of SDAs that volunteer to
participate.
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. usethese experimental results and the understanding
of the selection process gained thereby to improve
the effectiveness of quasi-experimental designs as
a strategy for program evaluation.

The National JTPA Study in Brief
In June 1986 DOL awarded two separate contracts to conduct the National JTPA Study:

» aPart A contract with the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC) and its subcontractors, the National Governors’ Association, the
National Association of Counties, and the National Alliance of Business, to
implement and monitor the experiment; and

» aPart Bcontract with Abt Associates Inc. ar: its subcontractors, New York
University, MDRC, the National Opinion R2search Center (NORC), Fu
Associates, and ICF, Inc., to design the study, collect the required data, and
conduct the analyses. “

E..sed on the recommendations of the JTLS Research Advisory Panel, the National JTPA
Study consists of two parts:

» arandomized experimental study of JTPA Title II-A programs, which is
based on the experiences of 20,601 cligible adults and out-of-school youths
who applied to 16 local SDAs in the continental United States between
November 1987 and September 1989; and

» anonexperimental methods study to develop new comparison group proce-
dures for estimating program impacts.

The core of the study is the randomized experiment, in which eligible program applicants were
randomly assigned to cither a treatment group, whose members were offered access to Title
II-A services, or a control group, whose members could not obtain those services for a period
of 18 months. (The control group could, however, obtain employment and training services
from other local programs.) As demonstrated in Bloom (1991) and Appendix A here, the
treatment and control groups were indeed well matched, as one would expect from a strictly
applied random assignment procedure.
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As noted in the introduction to this chapter, because of the large sample size (20,601),
the study is able to make valid treatment-control group comparisons for a variety of different
subgroups, including four main target groups, groups recommended for different clusters of
services, and selected key subgroups of interest to policymakers and program planners.

The primary goal of the National JTPA Study—to estimate the effectiveness of
Title II- A programs as they normally operate—called for certain key decisions onthe study’s
design.?

First was the challenge of recruiting and selecting SDAs to s¢ ve as sites. Because the
study did not have a legislative mandate that required SDA participation, it had to rely on
SDAs that were willing to volunteer. But SDAs were concerned about participating in the
study for a number of reasons and hence were reluctant to participate.

For example, the experimental design required to address the key research questions of
the study was complex, and SDAs were concerned about its possible effects on their
programs. Inaddition, SDAs were concerned about the potential political fallout that random
assignment might generate. Further complicating matters was the fact that in order for an
SDA to participate, all local organizations and key individuals involved (the SDA, its PIC,
the vendors, and local government officials) had to agree. This requirement of unanimity
greatly reduced the chauices that a prospective site would volunteer.

For these reasons, it was not possible to draw a strict probability sample of sites.!
Instead, a range of SDAs from across the country were recruited to participate. And from
among them, the 16 SDAs that were willing and able to participate became sites for the study
(see Doolittle and Traeger, 1990).

Second, because JTPA program staff often recommend more than one program service
for an applicant, the study was designed to measure the impacts of clusters of program
services—what we term service strategies—-not single services in isolation, such as class-
room training in occupational skills, or on-the-job training, or job search assistance. Isolating
the impacts of single services would require comparing the experiences of treatment and
control group members for each. But to construct such treatment and control groups would
require a special demonstration that would have to be run quite differently from JTPA
programs.

20. See Bloom et al. (1990) and Doolittle and Traeger (1990).

21. Original plans called for a probability sample of sites, although the difficulty of achieving this objective
was acknowledged from the outset. When it became clear that this approach was not feasible, given the
constraints of the present study, the process was modified to one that focused on recruiting the most diverse
croup possible of SDAs that were willing and able to participate.

79
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Instead, this study was designed to estimate the impac: s of three distinct service strategies:
one that recommended sample members for classroom training in occupational skills (and in
some cases other, secondary services); a second that recommended sample members for on-
the-job training (and in some cases other, secondary services); and a third that recommended
sample members mainly for other services besides classroom training in occupational skills
and OJT. The mix of services sample members actually received was distinctly different for
each services strategy and reflected in part (but not entirely) the main service for which the
sample members were recommended.

Third, because control group members woald be able to receive employment and training
services from other, non-JTPA providers, the study was designed to estimate the effect of
JTPA as an incremental source of these services. This is probably the most relevant
comparison to make, because JTPA expenditures add services to the existing landscape of
employment and training programs. Thus, to assess the program in this regard requires
examining the extent to which JTPA adds services to the local community and, in tumn, the
extent to which this increment in services resulted in an impact on labor market outcomes for
the treatment group. Our forthcoming final report will also compare the incremental costs of
adding JTPA services and the incremental impacts of the program, to determine the cost-
effectiveness of the local prograrms siudied.

Finally, because local JTPA program staff can only offer program services to applicants,
not force them to enroll, the study is desigred to provide estimates of the impact of offering
access to JTPA services, not the impact of receiving them. From these estimates it is also
possible, however, to infer what the likely impact of receiving program services was. The
study will provide these inferred estimates as an additional perspective from which to judge
the program’s effectiveness; but less confidence can be placed in these estimates because they
are inferred indirectly.

Summary

The National JTPA Study offers important substantive and methodological contributions to
the literature, esnecially in light of how little is known about the effectiveness of employment
and training programs, and how to mieasure their effectiveness.

The study will provide valid and reliable evidence on the effectiveness of JTPA Title
1I-A programs in a diverse group of sites. It will identify whom those programs are working
for (or not) and which services strategics are working (or not) for each target group. By
identifying program successes, the study can help guide future efforts to study the factors that
promote success. And by identifying situations in whichthe program is not working, the study
can help target efforts for change.

S0
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But the study findings by themselves cannot provide a blueprint for action. They can only
identify issues to be addressed in the future, which must, in turn, be based on the development

and rigorous testing of new approaches to serving the labor market needs of disadvantaged
persons.




Preview: The 18-Month Impact Analysis

HIS chapter describes the 18-month impact analysis of the National JTPA Study. The

first main section outlines the implementation of the experimental design, indicating how

the 16 study sites were selected and how client intake and random assignment were conducted.

This section also defines the four target groups and three service strategy subgroups for which
program impacts were estimated.

The second main section describes the types of program impacts estimated in the 18-
month analysis. The section begins by defining the 18-month study sample and then
distinguishes between impacts on the treatment group overall (impacts per JTPA assignee),
which were estimated directly from the experimental data, and impacts on those treatment
group members who were actually enrolled in the program (impacts per JTPA enrollee),
which were inferred using a simple extension of the experimental data. We then explain how
the impact estimates represent the impact of the increment in employment and training
services that Title II-A provides, beyond those otherwise available to low-income Americans.
The section ends by defining the educational attainment and labor market outcomes used as
the basis for measuring program impacts in this report.!

The last section describes the five sources of data employed in this report: a Backgrouna
Information Form completed by sample members when they applied to JTPA; our First
Follow-up Survey; enrollment and tracking data from the 16 sites; quarterly earnings data
from state unemployment insurance agencies; and the job Training Quarteriy Survey of JTPA
participants nationwide.

1. Our forthcoming final report will provide estimates of these impacts over a longer follow-up period, as
well as estimated impacts on welfare receipt and a benefit-cost analysis.

21
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Implementation of the Study Design

As explained in Chapter 1, the primary goal of the National JTPA Study is to provide valid
estimates of the impacts of JTPA Title II-A programs as they were being run at the time of
the study in a broad range of different sites. To produce valid impact estimates, the study was
implemented as a classical randomized experiment, with matched treatment and control
groups.

This section briefly describes the selection of sites for the study and then describes the
random assignment process that created the treatment and control groups. We also explain
our focus on four main target groups, defined by age and gender, and three main service
strategies, defined by the specific program services SDA staff recommended for members of
the study sample. Because of the size of the experimental sample for this 18-month analysis
(17,026) and the nature of the random assignment, we have in essence separate experiments
for each of these main subgroups, as well as for smaller key subgroups defined by such
characteristics as ethnicity and the barriers to employment sample members were facing when
they applied to JTPA.

SITE SELECTION

As noted in Chapter 1, the 16 study sites were recruited from among service delivery areas
(SDAs) in the continental United States.> As described in Chapter 3, and in Doolittle
(forthcoming), these SDAs represent abroad range of different administrative arrangements,
program services, participant characteristics, and labor market conditions. The program
impacts reported here therefore reflect much of the diversity that exists within JTPA
nationwide.

The sites do not, however, represent a probability sample of SDAs that would allow us
to generalize the study findings to the Title II-A program nationwide. For reasons detailed in
the final design report (Bloom, Orr, Doolittle, Hotz and Barnow, 1990) and in the first
implementation report (Doolittle and Tracger, 1990), it was not possible to recruit such a
sample. Instead, we recruited SDAs based on the following criteria: their diversity, their
willingness to participate, their ability to implement the experimental design, the size of the
experimental sample they could provide, and the likely composition of this sample.

Diversity was a key criterion because of our desire to provide estimates of program
impacts under as broad a range of conditions as possible. We did not want to base the study
on a few isolated SDAs that were similar to one another and different from most others. And

2.In JTPA parlance “service delivery area” refers to both the local administrative agency for the program
and the geographic area it serves.

$ 3
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we particularly did not want 3 sample of SDAs that were unusually successful or unusually
unsuccessful in terms of the JTPA standards used to assess their performance.

SDASs’ willingness to participate was essential because there was no legislative mandate
that required them to do so. Moreover, administrators’ concerns about problems that might
arise if they did were a major obstacle to overcome. One problem that was especially acute
was that all of the parties affiliated with the SDA (the SDA director and staff, members of the
Private Industry Council, local service providers, and local government officials) had toagree
before it could enter the study and properly implement study procedures.

SDAs’ ability to implement the fairly complex experimental design, without unduly
disrupting their normal operations, was also essential. We therefore did not recruit some
SDAs that might have been willing to join the study but were experiencing administrative
difficulties.

The size of the experimental sample each SDA could provide was another important
consideration. Not only did we need a large total experimental sample, but we also had to limit
the number of sites, for logistical reasons. We therefore did not recruit sites with fewer than

500 Title H-A terminees in program year 1984 (the most recent year for which data were
available at the time). :

Finally, we also took into account the composition of the potential sample at each SDA,
to help insure that the sample represented a broad mix of program participants.

The preceding criteria were not embodied in formal site selection rules. Instead, they
served as an informal guide to help direct the marketing and outreach efforts of the
implementation team.

Exhibit 2.1 shows the names and locations of the 16 SDAs that ultimately participated
as sites in tk2 study. In cach SDA the experiment included virtually all of the eligible adults
and out-of-school youths who applied to JTPA Title II-A during the sample intake period for
that SDA and who were judged by SDA staff to be appropriate for program services.® That
period differed for each SDA, but the first sample member entered the study inNovember 1987
and the last one entered in September 1989.

3. Formal agreements with some of the SDAs excluded certain small groups of applicants from the study
. (and therefore from random assignment) for one of three main reasons: (1) logistical problems, such as widely
dispersed groups that would have required many different intake locations;, (2) recruitment problems for
particular groups, such as older workers; and (3)the nonvoluntary nature of certain applications, namely, among
groups required to apply to JTPA either by the courts (usually as a condition for parole) or as a condition for
receiving pubdlic assistance. Doolittle and Traeger {1990) describe the groups that were excluded from the
experiment, if any, at each site.

&4
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Exhibit 2.1 Location of the 16 Study Sites

LR ST e
x-’/,,:&,,_/; __ %

Key:

1. Fort Wayne, Indiana 9. Oakland, California

2. Coosa Valley, Georgiz 10. Omaha, Nebraska

3. Corpus Christi, Texas 11. Larimer County, Colorado
4. Jackson, Mississippi 12. Heartland, Florida

5. Provideace, Rhode Island 13. Northwest Minnesota

6. Springfield, Missouri 14. Butte, Montana

7. Jersey City, New Jersey 15. Decatur, lllinos

8. Marion, Ohio 16. Cedar Rapids, Iowa

Notes: The study sites are listed in descending order by the size of thz 18-month study sample at each site. For the full name of
each service delivery area, its largest city, and its sample size, see Exhibit 3.1 in Chapter 3.
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CLIENT INTAKE AND RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Exhibit 2.2 illustrates the client intake and random assignment process used to create the
treatment and control groups. Although specific details of the process varied from site to site.
to accommodate existing local institutional arrangements and operating practices, the same
basic procedure was followed at all sites.

The process began with normal JTPA procedures for recruiting applicants and determin-
ing their eligibility for the program.* Those applicants who were judged to be eligible were
then assessed by local SDA staff members to determine which JTPA services would be most
appropriate for meeting their individual needs. Atthat point the staff members recommended
applicants for one or more specific program services.* Those recommendations, in turn,
formed the basis for assigning all sample members to onc of three service strategy subgroups:
classroom training, OJT/JSA, and other services (defined in a later subsection).

During this process staff members explained to applicants that not ali of them could be
served, and because the SDA was participating in a special study, a lottery would be used to
select those who would be allowed to participate in JTPA and those who would not over the
next 18 months. Applicants then signed a consent form to indicate that they understood the-
nature of the participant selection process and to allow the research contractor to obtain
information on their eamnings, employment, and welfare receipt from the administrative
records of governmental agencies.

At that point an SDA staff member telephoned a random assignment clerk from the study
team, who randomly assigned each applicant totreatment or control status withineachservice
strategy subgroup, as shown in Exhibit 2.2. Specifically, two-thirds of the experimcntal
sample was assigned to the treatment group (whose members were allowed to receive JTPA
Title II-A services), and one-third was assigned to the control group (whose members were
not allowed to receive those services for the experiment’s embargo period of 18 months).¢

4. Sites were given a limited amount of technical assistance to improve their client recruitment procedures,
so that enough eligible people would apply to JTPA to provide for a control group without reducing the number
of persons served by the SDA. To the extent that this additional recruitment changed the mix of clients in the
programs, and to the extent that any such change in client mix produced a change in average impacts, the
additional recruitment may have altered the nature of the population for which the impact findings can be
generalized. There is no empirical evidence with which to assess this possibility, however.

5. Throughout this report we refer to classroom training in occupational skills, basic education, on-the-job
training, job searc’. assistance, "vork experience, and miscellaneous servicesas specific program services. They
are often referrec, 10 as program activities in the employment and training literature.

6. This 2/1 ratio of treatment group members to control group members represents an explicit trade-off
between the need for statistical precision in program impact estimates (the optimum ratio for which is 1/1) and
a practical need to minimize the size of the control group in order to minimize the number of persons that had

«6
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Exhibit 2.2 Random Assignmens Model for the National JTPA Study

Recruitment

Eligibility
Determination

Assessmen:

Service Strategy
Recommendation

Classroom OJT/ISA Other Services
Su’,"m"gup Subgroup Subgroup
Random Random Random
Assignment Assignment Assignment
Treatment Control Treatment Control Treatment Control
Group Group Group Group Group Group
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The SDA staff then called or wrote treatment group members to schedule their partici-
pation in JTPA; control group members usually were informed of their status by letter,
although some were informed by telephone or in person.

THE Four TARGET GROUPS

From the outset the study was designed to focus on three main farget groups. adult women,
adult men, and out-of-school youths. Because members of each target group were randomly
assigned to treatment or control status independently of one anot’2r, the random assignment
process produced an independent randomized experiment for each of these target groups.

The distinction between adult women and men is based on the accumulated evidence of
differences between the impacts of employment and training programs estimated for the two
groups (for example, Ashenfelter, 1978; Kiefer, 1979; Bassi, 1983; Bloom and McLaughlin,
1982: Westat, 1984a; and Dickinson, Johnson, and West, 1984). Out-of-school youths were
separated from adults in the analysis because ¢ ‘the major differences between their positions
inthe labor market. In addition, findings for out-of-school youths are reported here separately
for female youths and male youths because the observed impacts appear to differ by gender
(see Chapter 6).’

The study was limited to out-of-school youths in Title II-A rather than all Title II-A
youths, because the evaluation team expected that programs and relevant outcomes for in-
school youths and out-of-school youths would differ too much for them to be analyzed together
and because the samples for in-school youths were expected to be too small for separate
analyses. We also anticipated that it would be difficult to obtain consent to implement random
assignment in public schools, where some JTPA services for in-school youths are provided.

In the JTPA Title II-A program nationwide 30 percent of the participants are adult
women, 25 percent are adult men, 23 percent are out-of-school youths, and 22 percent are in-
school youths. The National JTPA Study therefore focuses on target groups that make up
about three quarters of the population currently being served by JTPA.

to be turned away by local program staff and the number of additional applicants that had to be recruited to
provide for a control group.

7. Original plans were for impacts on youths to be analyzed separately for white and minority youths. But
estimated impacts differed less between white and minority youths than between female and male youths (see
Chapter 6). Hence, the impact analysis for youths focuses on this latter distinction.
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THE THREE SERVICE STRATEGIES

The program services that JTPA applicants ultimately receive depend on a number of factors,
including the types of services that the applicants want, judgments by program staff about the
suitability of specific services for particular applicants, and the availability of certain services
at the time an individual applies to the program. The specific program service or services
provided to an applicant are somec.mes determined by deliberate planning (for example, a
basic education course followed by occupational skills training). At other times, however,
they are determined by trial and error, producing a sequence of services that evolves from a
continuing effort to find one or more that are suitable.

In short, it is difficult to predict which service or services an applicant will receive. And
JTPA often provides more than one service to an applicant. As a result, it was not possible
both to achieve our mandate to examine the impact of JTPA programs as they were being
operated at the time {(Bloom, Orr, Doolittle, Hotz, and Barmow, 1990) and to isolate the effect
of receiving a particular program service, because to isolate the effect of a single specific
program service would require restricting certain sample members to that service, substan-
tially altering the normal decision-making process of JTPA.

Thus, to examine the impacts of the different types of services offered by JTPA programs,
we grouped treatment and control group members into three service strategy subgroups
defined in terms of the specific program services recommended for them before random
assignment.! We based our definitions on service recommendations because (1) doing so
made it possible to match treatment group members and their control group counterparts
(which would not have been possible using program services received); (2) we judged that
service recommendations were the best available predictors of services received and therefore
the best available way to distinguish among sample members according to the services they
did subsequently receive; (3) this approach had a minimal effect on the normal JTPA decision-
making process, and (4) it made it possible to account for the combinations and sequences of
services received by many JTPA participants.

Exhibit 2.3 shows the services allowed in the definition of each service strategy. The
definitions are based onthe initial staff recommendation for each sample member, with modest

8. Previous reports for this project (Bloom, Orr, Doolittle, Hotz, and Barnow, 1990; Doolittle and Traeger,
1990; and Bloom, 1991) iermed the service strategies “treatment streams” and termed the three strategies as
classroom training, on-the-job training, and other activities. The names and characierizations of these service
strategies evolved over time as we leamed more about the aciual services received by each service strategy
subgroup.
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Exhibit 2.3  Specific Program Services Allowed in Each of the Three
Service Straiegy Definitions

Service strategy
Specific program Classroom oJT/ Other
service training JSA services

Classroom training in

occupational skills Yes No Yes
On-the-job training No Yes Yes
Job search assistance Yes Yes Yes
Basic education Yes Yes Yes
Work experience Yes " Yes Yes
Miscellaneous Yes Yes Yes

restrictions on the specific program services that participants could subsequently receive.
Specifically:®

« The classroom training strategy was defined to include sample members who
were recommended for classroom occupational skills training but not for on-the-
job training (OJT). Any other service—such as job search assistance, basic
education, and work experience (but not OJT)—could be recommended in
addition to the defining service for this strategy. Most sample members recom-
mended for this service strategy who were subsequently enrolled in JTPA
received classroom training in occupational skills or basic education or both (see
Exhibit 3.19 in Chapter 3).

o The OJT/JSA strategy was defined to include sample members who were
recommended for OJT but not classroom occupational skills training. All
secondary services (but not classroom occupational skills training) could be
recommended in addition to the defining service for this strategy. Most sample
members recommended for this service strategy who were later enrolled in JTPA
received OJT or job search assistance, or both (see Exhibit 3.19).

9. Two infrequent exceptions to the service strategy definitions presented here were limited classroom
training provided 1o some members of the OJT/JSA subgroup before they received on-the-job training and
limited on-the-job training provided after some members of the classroom training subgroup received classroom
training in occupational skills.

o)
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«  The other services strategy was defined to include sample members who were
recommended for neither classroom occupational skills training nor OJT as the
defining service.!® This strategy produced a substantially different mix of
services for adults than for youths. Adults recommended for this strategy who
were later earolizd in JTPA received mainly job search assistance and miscella-
neous services, such as customized combinations of classroom occupational
skills training and OJT (see Exhibit 3.19). Youths recommended for the strategy
who became enrolled in JTPA received mainly basic education or miscellancous
services, such as tryout employment (in which participants are hired on a
probationary basis to learn a job and prove themselves qualified for permanent
employment) and job shadowing (in which participants follow and observe a
regular employee to learn what is required tohold a job: sec Exhibit 3.19). Hence,
for adults this strategy focused more on immediate employment, whereas for
youths it focused more on education and entry-level job skills.

As Chapter 3 will demonstrate, these definitions produced subgroups that did, in fact,
receive distinctly different sets of program services. Note, however, that cach service strategy
subgroup ultimately received predominantly two key services. Hence, the study findings
reflect more than the impact of the single defining service for each strategy.

Impact Estimates in the 18-Month Analysis

This section briefly describes how we obtained the impact estimates presented in this report,
detailing, first, the 18-month study sample upon which these findings are based; then, how we
estimated impacts per JTPA assignee (treatment group member) and impacts per JTPA
enrollee (treatment group member who actually enroiled in the program); and finally, how we
measured the attainment of atraining tlated high school diploma, eamings, employment, and
the components of earnings-—the outcomes of interest in this analysis.

G
THE 18-MONTH SwD};' SAMPLE

The random assignment process described above produced a total experimental sample of
20,601 treatment group and control group members from the 16 study sites. Bloom (1991)
describes the baseline characteristics of this sample.!!

10. Formal agreements were made with each SDA to specify a maximum allowable percentage of
experimental sample members recommended for the other services strategy. This limit was based on the
previous experience of each site, and no site reached its flimit

11. Bloom (1991) describes an experimental sample containing 20,602 cases. Subsequently, two of these
cases were discovered to represent the same person.
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Exhibit 2.4 Sample Sizes in the 18-Month Study: Full Sample and Target
Groups, by Service Strategy Subgroup

Full Aduls Adulr Female Male
Service strategy sample women men youths* youths®
subgroup 1) 2) ) “) (5)
Classroom training 6,113 2,927 1,353 1,193 640
CJT/AASA 6,410 2,322 2,754 612 722
Other services 4,503 1,358 1,519 844 782
All subgroups 17,026 6,607 5,626 2,649 2,144
Source: Unadjusted frequencics based on Background Information Form responses.
a. Out-of-school youths only.

The present report on 18-month impacts is based on a 17,026-person subsample that
includes all members of the experimental sample who were scheduled for a First Follow-up
Survey interview (described later in this chapter) at least 18 months after their random
assignment. We refer to this subsample as the 18-month srudy sample.'?

Because sample members’ scheduled interview dates were independent of whether they
were assigned to the treatment group or the control group, the 18-month study sample is fully
experiinental. Hence, the treatment group and the control group for this sample had no
systematic differences at random assignment, and their measured baseline characteristics
were virtually identical as shown in Appendix A.

Exhibit 2.4 shows the size of cach target group and service strategy subgroup in the 18-
month study sample. By target group the sample includes 6,607 adult women, 5,626 adult
men, 2,649 f male youths, and 2,144 male youths. By service strategy subgroup it includes
6,113 persons recommended for the classroom training strategy; 6,410 persons recommended
for the OJT/JS A strategy, and 4,503 persons recommended forthe other services strategy. For
experimental purposes we therefore have large samples for each target group and for each
service strategy subgroup. For adult women and men the sample sizes for the service strategy
subgroups were also quite large, ranging from 1,353 to 2,927 persons; for female and male
youths these subgroup sample sizes were smaller but still substantial, ranging from 612 to
1,193 persons.

12. In five sites that experienced recruitment problems the treatment-control group ratio was increased
temporarily from 2/1 to 3/1 or 6/1. This reduced the number of eligible applicants lost to the program because
they were assigned to control group status. Consequently, the ovarall treatment-control group ratio for the full
experimental sample is slightly greater than 2/1. When constructing the 18-month study sample, however, we
randomly deleted these “extra” treatment group members, thus producing an analysis sample with a constant
2/1 ratio for all sites and subgroups. This was done to simplify the comresponding estimates of program impacts,
as discussed in Appendix D.

02
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Although the 18-month analysis is intended to represent impacts on the full 18-month
study sample of 17,026 persons, the impact estimates reported were obtained from follow-up
data for a subsample of 14,941 persons (88 percent of the 18-month study sample) because
the required follow-up data were available only for this subsample (see Appendix D).!* Hence,
the impact findings for each of the subgroups discussed above, and for all other subgroups
discussed in this report, are based on follow-up data for most but not all of their counterparts
in the 18-month study sample.

IMPACTS PER JTPA ASSIGNEE

Because the random assignment process outlined in Exhibit 2.2 produced treatment groups
and control groups withno systematic differences at random assignment, the subsequent labor
market experience of the control group provides a valid estimate of what the experience of the
treatment group would have been if JTPA had not beenavailable toits members. For example,
if the mean eamings of the control group were $7,000 during the first year after random
assignment, one could infer that the treatment group would have carned this amount (plus or
minus a margin to reflect random sampling error) in that same year without assistance from
JTPA.

Moreover, if the actual mean earnings of the treatment group were $7,500 during that
year, onc could infer that JTPA increased treatment group carnings by $7,500 minus
$7,000, or $500, on average (plus or minus a margin to reflect random szmpling error).

Similar logic can be used to estimate program impacts on dichotomous outcomes thatare
naturally expressed in percentage terms. For example, if 80 percent of the treatment group
were employed at some time during the first year after random assignment, and 70 percent of
the control group were employed during that time, the best estimate would be that JTPA
increased employment by 10 percentage points.

These impact estimates rely exclusively on direct comparisons of outcomes for all
treatment group members (whether they were subsequently enrolled in JTPA or not) and all
control group members. Hence, they represent the average impact of the program on all
sample members who were randomly assigned to the group having access to the program: the
treatment group. We refer to these findings as estimar_s of impacts per assignee, and they

13. At least 18 months of usable follow-up data were obtained from the First Follow-up Survey for 14,446
of these sample members. In addition, to adjust for survey nonresponsc bias in the impact estimates for adult
women (the only target group for which this was judged to be a problem), we imputed follow-up data from
eamings data irom state unemployment insurance agencies for as many survey nonrespondents as possible
(495). Thus, for the impect analysis we used follow-up data for 14,941 persons, including 98.0 percent of the
adult women in the 18-month study sample, 78.5 percent of the adult men, 86.8 percent of the female youths,
and 81.5 percent of the male youths.
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represent the effect of providing treatment group members with access to JTPA Title II-A
services relative to what they could have accomplished without access to those services.

This comparison of treatment and control group outcomes can be conducted separately
for many different subgroups within the 18-month study sample, thereby providing separate
program impact estimates for each subgroup. In effect, the experimental design allows for
a separate experimental treatment-control group comparison for any sample subgroup that
can be defined in terms of coramon factors measured before or at random assignment. For
example, the design can yield scparate experimental estimates for women, men, whites,
blacks, Hispanics, welfare recipients, high school dropouts, and so on.

The experimental analysis for the study follows standard statistical practice and uses
multiple regression to increase the statistical precision of the program impact estimates.
Ordinary least squares regression is used for those impact estimates based on continuous
outcome variables, such as carnings; and maximum likelihood logistic regression is used for
those impact estimates based on dichotomous outcomes that are naturally expressed in
percentage terms, such as ezaployment rates. These multivariate techniques control for
chance differences between the treatment group and control group in a wide range of bascline
characteristics, which are included in the regression model as covariates. Appendix D
describes the procedures employed in each case.

But not all treatment group members ultimately became enrolled in JTPA. The estimated
impacts per JTPA assignee therefore do not measure the effect of actually participating in
JTPA. Instead, they measure the average effect of making the program accessible to eligible
applicants, and thus they represent the actual impact that local programs can have by making
JTPA Title II-A services available to economically disadvantaged members of the commu-
nity.“‘

ImpACTS PER JTPA ENROLLEE

As just noted, the estimated JTPA impact per assignee represents the average effect of the
program on all treatment group members, whether they became enrolled in JTPA or not. This
result can be expressed as a weighted average of the impact on those who were enrolled plus
the impact on those who were not cnrolled, where the weights are the proportion who were
enrolled and the proportion who were not.

14. Note, however, that because control group members could and did obtain employment and training
services from non-JTPA providers, the comparison of outcomes for treatment group and control group members
represents the incremental effect of JTPA services relative to the services that could have been received
elsewhere in the area.
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If the program had o effect on those who did not become enrolled, theimpact per assignee
understates the impact per enrollee because the impact per assignee is the average of a zero
impact per nonenrollee plus the average impact per enrollee. In this case, to infer the average
impact per JTPA enrollee, one need only divide the impact per assignee by the prcportion of
assignees who were enrolled (see Bloom, 1984a).'*

For example, if the average impact per assignee were $500, and 60 percent of the
treatment group were enrolled in JTPA after random assignment, the estimated impact per
JTPA enrollee would be $500/.6, or $833. Thus, estimated impacts per enroliee are
proportional to estimated impacts per assignee. Inthis example, the 60 percent enrollment rate
implies an estimated impact per enrollec that is 1/.6 or 1.67 times the estimated impact per
assignee.

To the extent that treatment group members who did not become enrolled in JTPA were
not affected by the p.~gram, one can interpret our estimates of the impact per JTPA carollee
as the average effect of enrolling in a JTPA Title Il-A program relative to what the enrollees
could have accomplished if they had not enrolled in the program.

Nevertheless, to the extent that nonenrolled treatment group members cxperienced
program impacts similar to those of enrollees, our estimates will systematically overstate the
true impacts per enrollee.'s Indeed, when interpreting the estimated impacts per earollec, the
reader should note that some members of the treatment group who were not enrolled ia JTPA
did receive limited JTPA servic:s. This occurrence reflects a practice by some SDAs of not
enrolling applicants immediately after they are judged cligible for the program.

To investigate the extent to which these treatment group nonenrollees received JTPA
services, we conducted a separate analysis based on checks of SDA administrative records for
a small subsample of treatment group members and on discussions with SDA staff members
about what happened to nonenrollees in this subsample (see Appendix F). The administrative
records indicated that about 40 percent of the subsample were not later enrolled in
Title II-A. Discussions with SDA staff about those nonenrollees indicated that about haif
received no JTPA service and half received some service. The specific program services
received were usually limited, h~w >ver, mainly constituting attempts to arrange services for
applicants by referring them to potential employers for on-the-job training; by providing some
job search assistance; or by attempting to arrange classroom training. Thus, with few

15. An additional adjustment was made for the fact that 3 percent of the control group enrolled in JTPA,
despite the experiment’s embargo on their participation. This adjustment, bowever, had almostno effecton the
resulting estimates. For simplicity, then, we ignore the adjustment in the following discussion.

16. In the unlikcly event that JTPA enrollees and nonenrollees in the treatment group experienced opposite

impactsfromthcpmmm,muﬁmmofmmimpndxpamAmlleewmﬂdmdamtcthcm
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exceptions, it is unlikely that the services treztment group nonenrollees received appreciably
affected their future labor market experience, although we cannot be sure about the effect.
(See Appendix F and, for more detail, Doolittle, forthcoming.)

We therefore consider our inferred estimates of impacts per JTPA enrollee as likely upper
bounds on the magnitude of the true impact of enrolling in the program. And at the opposite
extreme we consider our estimates of impacts per JTPA assignee as likely lower bounds on
the magnitude of program impacts on enrollees. Inthe earlier example, thex, the lower bound
on the true impact on enrollees would be $500 (the impact per assignee) and the upper bound
would be $833 ($500 divided by the 0.6 enroliment rate).

THE INCREMENTAL IMPACT OF JTPA

Whether the impacts are reported per JTFA assignee or per JTPA enrollee, they reflect the
incremental effect of JTPA services beyond what sample members could bave accomplished
without access to JTPA, that is, with access to services from non-JTPA providers. In other
words, they reflect the effect of adding JTPA services to the existing landscape of employment
and training programs in the community or region.

The effect of those nor-JTPA services is reflected in the laber market outcomes of the
control group members. Hence, our impact estimates do not reflect what would happen in the
absence of any employment and training services, but rather v/hat would happen without
JTPA services. The difference between the outcomes of the treatment group and the control
group therefore reflects the effect of the increment in services JTPA availed te treatment group
members.

Tomeasure this increment in services, we measured the employment and training services
received by treatment and contrel group members from JTPA and from other providers. In
chapters 4 through 7 we report the difference in service receipt between the treatment group
and the control group to illustrate the size of the increment that produced the program impacts
estimated. Our forthcoming report will also include a detailed *  'sis of the costs of these
services and compare thie added costs of additional services provi. - A tothe estimates
of program impacts. This will form the basis for a benefit-cost. . .. . _he program.

IMPACTS ON ATTAINMENT OF A HIGH SCHOOL CREDENTIAL
One key program outcome, especially for youths, is the attainment of a high school diploma
or General Educational Development (GED) certificate. Using responses to the First Follow-

up Survey, we identified sample members who both participated in a school or iraining
program and attained a high school credential at some time during the 18-month follow-up

(“:G
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period. By comparing the percentage of treatment group membsrs who received sucha service
and attained this credential and the corresponding percentage of control group members, we
estimated the impact of JTPA Title II-A programs on this outcome.

We refer to this finding as the program impact on attainment of a training-related high
school credential. Estimates are presented for each target group, both as a percentage of all
assignees and as a percentage of assignees who were high school dropouts when they applied
to JTPA. Impacts as a percentage of the larger group indicate the extent to which JTPA
increased the educational attainment of the target group as a whole; impacts as a percentage
of high school dropouts isolat. :ne impact on only those target group members for whom such
an effect was possible.

IMPACTS ON EARNINGS, EMPLOYMENT, AND EARNINGS COMPONENTS

Beyond educational attainment, we also present JTPA impacts on sample members’ eamnings,
their employment, and the components of their earnings. Estimates of impacts on earnings
serve as the most comprehensive measure of the ability of the program to increase the labor
market success of low-income, economically disadvantaged persons. Estimated impacts on
employment measure the program’s effect on disadvantaged persons’ ability to find and hold
jobs. And estimated impacts on the components of eamings indicate the extent to which
program-induced carnings gains were the result of an increase in the amount of time worked
or an increase in the amount paid for time worked. The analysis of earnings components thus
helps to explain how eamings gains (or losses) were produced for those groups that
experienced a program impact.

For each target group and service strategy subgroup within each target group, we report
estimated impacts on earnings separately for each quarter after random assignment and in
total for the 18-month follow-up period. The camings impacts are expressed in dollars and
as-a percentage of the average earnings of the control group.

Impacts on employment, again for each quarter and the follow-up period as a whole, are
reported in terms of three different but related measures of employment:

« the percentage of the group employed at any time during the period,

- the average number of weeks worked by members of the group during the period,
including zeros for persons who did not work, and

« the average number of hours worked during the period, including zeros for
persons who did not work.
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Finally, the average eamings of sample members are expressed as the product of four
components: '

«  the percentage of the group employed at some time during the period (termed
workers per assignee), '

«  the average number of weeks worked by persons who were employed (termed
weeks worked per worker),

« the average number of hours worked per week worked, and

+ the average earnings per hour worked.
The relative magnitudes of program impacts on these components were estimated as described
in Appendix D and are presented in chapters 4 through 6 to describe how earnings impacts
were produced. These estimates also reveal the extent to which JTPA increased sample

members’ ability to find and hold jobs, the mix of part-time and full-time employment they
obtained, aud the wage rates they were paid.

Data for the Report
The data used to produce the impact estimates in this report come from five main sources:

« a Background Information Form completed by sample members (with assis-
tance from local SDA staff members if necessary) when they applied to JTPA;

«  First Follow-up Survey interviews that asked sample members about their
earnings, employment, and receipt of employment and training services;

« enrollment and tracking data from the 16 SDAs, which include information on
enrollment, service receipt, and termination status;

«  state unemployment insurance records on the quarterly wages paid to sample
members by local employers; and

+ the national Job Training Quarterly Survey (JTQS) of JTPA participants’
backgrounds and program experiences, drawn from the administrative records of
a nationally representative sample of SDAs.

D
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The Background Information Form is the primary source of baseline information on
sample members. Administered as part of the program application process at each site over
the course of the sample intake period, the form obtained data on applicants’ demographic
characteristics, education and training, employment history, living situation, and public
assistance experience, as well as contact information for the follow-up interviews.

Data from the Background Information Form were used in this report for three main
purposes: to describe the 18-month study sample; to define the sample subgroups for which
separate impact estimates were calculated; and to construct variables to control for treatment-
control group differences in the multiple regression models.

The First Follow-up Survey, as noted earlier, was scheduled for the full experimental
sample for periods that varied across sample members from 13 to 22 months after random
assignment. This report is based on the experiences of those sample members scheduled for
at least 18 months of follow-up (the 18-month study sample), who made up over four-fifths
of the full experimental sample.!’

As described in more detail in Appendix C, the First Follow-up Survey was a 30-minute
interview that asked sample members about their earnings, employment, and receipt of
employment and training services from the time respondents were randomly assigned to the
date of their interview. It also asked questions about current family composition and related
issues. The survey was conducted by telephone, with in-person interviews for sample
members who could not be reached by telephone.

Exhibit 2.5 shows that the response rate for the First Follow-up Survey was 84.8 percent,
which is unusually high, especially for low-income persons. Response rates for females
approached 90 percent and were higher than those for males. But even the lowest response
rate in the exhibit, 75.7 percent for adult men recommended for the other services strategy,
was higher than the rates inmany previous studies of economically disadvantaged Americans.

First Follow-up Survey data provided the outcome measures used to estimate program
impacts on earnings, cmployment, and the components of earnings. Appendix D examines the
extent to which survey nonresponse biased these impact estimates, using camings data from
stateunemployment insurance (UT) agencics for both survey respondents and nonrespondents.
This analysis indicates that survey nonresponse bias did not affect the estimates of earnings
and employment impacts for adult men and out-of-school youths. For adult women, however,
survey nonresponse introduced a small bias, which we adjusted for in the impact estimates
using UI eamings data for survey nonrespondents (see Appendix D).

17. The Second Follow-up Survey has been administered to about & third of the experimental sample.
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Exhibit 2.5 Response Rates in the First Follow-up Survey: 1 8-Month Study
Sample, by Target Group and Service Strategy Subgroup

Percenzage responding to the survey

Full Adult Adulr I"emale‘z Male
Service strategy sample women men youths youths
subgroup ) ) 3) “) )
Classroom training 86.1% 88.1% 80.6% 88.4% 83.8%
OJT/ISA 86.2 89.3 82.7 90.0 86.2
Other services 81.2 86.4 75.7 85.1 78.7
All subgroups 84.8 88.2 80.3 $7.7 82.7

Sources: Unadjusted frequencies based on Background Information Form responses and First
Follow-up Survey responses.
a. Out-of-school youths only.

Computerized administrative records from the 16 SDAs in the study provided information
on JTPA enrollment rates for sample members, the amount of time JTPA enrollees spent in
the program, the specific program services they received, and whether they were employed
when they left the program.

These enrollment and tracking data were used to describe the JTPA program service,
received by sample members, to compare the specific program services received by persons
recommended for the three service strategies, and to identify control group members who
entered JTPA during their 18-month embargo period (3 percent did so).

We used quarterly eamings data from state Ul agencies for 14 of the 16 sites in three ways
(see Appendix D).'* First, we used Ul data for the five quarters before random assignment
to construct variables to control for treatment-control group differences in pre-random
assignment eamings in the multiple regression models used to estimate program impacts.
Second, as mentioned above, we used Ul data for the first four quarters after random
assignment to ascertainany survey nonresponse bias in the survey-based estimates of program
impacts on eamings. And finally, we used Ul data for the first six quarters after random
assignment (the full 18-month follow-up period) to adjust for nonresponse bias in the survey-
based estimates of impacts on the earnings of adult women (the only target group, as noted
above, for which nonresponse bias was large enough to warrant the adjustment).

18. We were unable to obtain state Ul records for the Marion, Ohio, site. In acdition, problems with the
Ul records we received for the Jersev City, New Jersey site precluded using that information in this report
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Our last data source, the Job Training Quarterly Survey (funded by the U.S. Department
of Labor, conducted by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, and reported by Westat, Inc.), collects
background information on JTPA enrolices and terminecs from a standing sampie of 142
SDAEs, selected to provide a statistically valid representation of the JTPA Title II-A and Title
M1 programs nationally. Drawa quarterly from on-site file searches at each participating
SDA, JTQS data are the primary source of current information about the number, character-
istics, and program services of JTPA enrollees and terminees around the country. We used
these data to compare our 18-month study sample and the population of adults and out-of-
school youths in JTPA Title II-A nationally during the sample intake period for this study.
This analysis, reported in Appendix B, compares the two groups on the basis of JTQS data
on their baseline characteristics, the duration of their enrollments, the mix of program
services they received, and their labor market status upon terminstion from the program.




Context: Study Sites, 18-Month Study Sample, and
Patterns of JTPA Enrollment and Service Receipt

HIS chapter describes the study sites and sample for this report. The first section
T catalogs characteristics of the 16 service delivery areas (SDAs)' that agreed to
participate in the national JTPA study and compares those characteristics—of the local
population and economy, the JTPA programs in place, program participants, and program
services—with averages for the broader group of 649 SDAs nationally during the years the
studv sample was selected.

The second section of the chapter presents a more detailed examination of the 17,026
members of the 18-month study sample and the composition of the main subgroups analyzed
inthisreport. Finally, .lastsectiondetails pattems of JTPA enrollment and service receipt
amorng these subgroups. All of these topics are analyzed in more depth in the companion
volume on the study’s implementation (Doolittle, forthcoming).

The 16 Study Sites

As noted in Chapter 2, the 16 study sites were recruited from among those SDAs in the
continental United States with at least 500 persons ending their enrollment in Title II-A-
funded services (“terminees”in the language of program reporting ) in programyear 1984 .2

1. In JTPA parlance “service delivery area” refers to both the local administrative agency for the
program and the geographical area it serves. Most SDAs provide some specific program service themselves,
but many also contract with other providers of employment and training services.

2. Program year 1984 (July 1984 through June 1985) was the most recent vear for which data were
available at the time site selection for the study began.
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Exhibit 3.1 Key Facts about the 16 Study Sites

Size

of the
18-month
Census Largest study
Site name SDA name region ciry sample
Fort Wayne, Ind. Northeast Indiana Midwest Fort Wayne 2,559
Coosa Valley, Ge. Cooss Valley, Ga. South Rome 1,806
Corpus Chrsti, Tex. Corpur Christi/Nueces South Corpus Christi 1,498
County, Tex.
Jackson, Miss. Capital Area, Miss. South Jackson 1,375
Providence, R.1. Providence/Cranston, R.1. Northeast Providence 1,277
Springfield, Mo. Job Courxil of the Midwest Springfield 1,202
Ozarks, Mo.
Jersey City, N.J. Jersey City, N.J. Northeast Jersey City 1,170
Marion, Ohio Crawford/Hancock/ Midwest Marion 1,083
Marion/Wyandot Counties,
Ohio
Oskland, Calif. Osakland, Calif. West Oaskland 1,043
Omaha, Neb. Greater Omaha, Neb. Midwest Omaha 956
Larimer County, Colo.  Larimer County, Colo. West Fort Collins 668
F. artland, Fla. Heartland, Fla. South Lakeland 597
lorthwest Minnesota Northwest Minnesota Midwest Thief River Falls 498
(Crookston and Thicf River
Falls)
Butte, Mont. Concentrated Employment West Butte 477
Program, Mont.
Decatur, Il Macon/De Witt Counties, 11l Midwest Decatur 471
Cedar Repids, lows East Central Jowa Midwent Cedar Rapids 346
All sites 17,026

The map in Chapter 2 (Exhibit 2.1) shows thelocation of these sites and lists the abbreviated
sitenames used inthis report. The formal name, census region, and largest city of eachSDA,
and the size of each SDA, and the size of the 18-month study sample from each, are shown
in Exhibit 3.1. Throughout this chapter, the exhibits list the sites in descending order by the
size of the study sample at the site.

These 16 sites are spread throughout the nation, with two in the Northeast, four in the
South, seven in the Midwest, and three in the West. They include sites located in large
metropolitan areas with large minority populations (Jersey City and Oakland), others located
inpredominately rural areas orsmall towns (Coosa Valley, Georgia; Marion, Ohio; Northwest
Minnesota; Butte, Montana), and still others with a mixture of urban, suburban, and rural
areas (Fort Wayne; Omaha; Decatur, Illinois). The size of the largest city within each of
these SDAs ranges from 372,000 in Oakland and 336,000 in Omaha to under 10,000 in
Northwest Minnesota's Thief River Falls (1990 U.S. census data).
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No large central cities are included among the study sites. JTPA operations in many
central cities are decentralized, with service providers playing animportantrolein intake and
assessment. InLos Angeles, forexample, atthe time of site selection over 50 organizations
were involved in client intake for the program. Because the research design involved
coordinating the random assignment with client intake and acsessment, and in asitelike Los
Angeles those procedures often varied slightly from office to office, the research tearn was
unable to develop workable study proceduresfor thistype of site. Nevertheless, twosmaller
SDAsin large metropolitan areas (Jersey City and Oakland) did participatein the study, and
they have many of the same characteristics (in ter-ns of clients, economic conditions, and
service availability) as large central cities.

PopuLaTioN CHARACTERISTICS

As shownin Exhibit 3.2, the sites wers also quite diverse in population densities and poveriy
rates.? Three entirely urban SDAs stand outin population density (Providence, Jersey City,
and Oakland), while Northwest Minnesota and Butte, Montana, fall at the other extreme.
Fort Wayne’s relatively low population density is an average of the city of Fort Wayrie
and the surrounding eight predominately rural counties thatare also part of this SDA. The
average for the 16 sites is above that for the nation as a whole, at least in part because rural
SDAs with only a small number of participants werenot recruited to participatein the study.

The poverty rates, showninthe right-hand column of the exhibit, show similar vanety.*
The sites containing large metropolitan areas with large minority populations—Jersey Cityand
Oakland—had the highest poverty rates, but other sites with minority populations such as
Corpus Christi (largely Hispanic), Jackson, Mississippi (black), and Providence (black and
Hispanic)alsohad higher-than-averagerates. Two predominately rural sites (CoosaValley,
Georgiaand Northwest Minnesota) and one with amix of urban and rural (Heartland, Florida)
had poverty rates slightly above the 16-site and national averages.

EconoMic CONDITIONS

Economic conditions at the sites, summarized in Exhibit 3.3, reflect differences in both
regional economic conditions and the local economic base. As is the case nationally, the
average unemployment rates (column | ) mask larger differences among the sites.* Corpus

3. Note that in this and the following exhibits, the present site and national averages are unweighted.

4. The poverty rates reported in the JTPA Annual Status Report file are based on information from
the 1980 census, which collected data on annual income in 1979.

5. The unemployment rates presented are for the labor force living in the geographic area included
in each SDA.
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Exhibit 3.2 Selected Population Characteristics of the 16

Study Sites
Residers per Percentage of
square mile8 residents in

Site 1989 poverty, 1979
Fort Wayne, Ind. 160 59%
Coosa Valley, Ga. 110 107
Corpus Christi, Tex. 360 134
Jackson, Miss. 360 12.8
Providence, R.I1. 4,680 12.1
Springfield, Mo. 80 10.1
Jersey City, NJ. 7,000 189
Marion, Ohio 120 72
Oskland, Calif. 6,620 16.0
Omaha, Neb. 550 6.7
Larimer County, Colo. 70 59
Heartland, Fla. 100 11.3
Northwest Minnesota 10 11.1
Butte, Mont. 10 75
Decatur, Il 150 7.8
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 90 6.0
16-site average 1279 10.2
National average, all SDAs 733 9.7

Source: Unweighted anrual averages calculated from JTPA Annual Status

Report computer files produced by the U.S. Department of Labor.
a. Of the service delivery area (SDA).

Christi’s residents, for example, experienced persistently highunemployment during thelate
1980s, as the oil industry suffered an extended slump. At the other extreme, Providence’s
low unemployment rate was the result of the New England regicn's high technology boom
of the same period, while the low rates in Fort Wayne, Omaha, and Cedar Rapids reflect
the economic resurgence some mid-sized metropolitan areas in the Midwest wer. snjoying
at the time. Decatur's high unemployment, however, illustrates that the recovery was not
ubiquitous; inthis manufacturing and food processing center, the recovery of themid-tolate
1980s was weak.

The variation in the average eamings of the population in each site (column 2) reflects
in part the wage disparities between urban areas (for example, Oakland versus Northwest
Minnesota) and in part the concentration of high wage industries in some sites (petroleum
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Exhibit 3.3 Selected Economic Conditions at the 16 Study Sizes

% employedin  Annual growth

Mean Mean manufacturing, in retail and
unemployment  earnings, mining, or wholesale
rate, 1987-89 1987 agriculture, 1988 earnings, 1989

Site ) 2) (3) “4)
Fort Wayne, Ind. 4.7% $ 18,700 33.3% 0.1%
Coosa Valley, Ga. 6.5 16,000 42.8 2.1
Corpus Christi, Tex. 10.2 18,700 16.8 -15.5
Jackson, Miss. 6.1 17,600 12.8 2.4
Providence, R.I. 38 17,900 28.0 9.7
Springfield, Mo. 55 15,800 19.4 -1.8
Jersey City, N.J. 7.3 21,400 20.9 9.9
Marien, Ohio 1.0 18,500 37.7 1.7
Oakland, Calif. 6.8 23,000 14.6 3.0
Omaha, Neb. 4.3 18,400 11.8 1.8
Larimer County, Colo. 6.5 17,800 21.2 -3.1
Heartland, Fla. 8.5 15,700 23.8 -0.3
Northwest Minnesota 8.0 14,100 23.0 2.4
Butte, Mont. 6.8 16,900 9.6 -5.7
Decatur, Ili. 9.2 21,100 27.1 -1.1
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 3.6 17,900 21.9 0.5
16-site average 6.6 18,100 22.8 0.0
Narional average,

all SDAs 6.6 18,167 23.4 15

Source: Unweighted anmual averages calculsted from JTPA Annual Sistus Report computer files produced
by the U.S. Department of Labor.
Note: Missing data for certain measures preciuded using the same year across columns.

in Corpus Christi and heavy manufacturing in Fort Wayne and Decatu-).¢ These differences
in the local economic base are furthur illusirated in column 3 of Exhibit3.3, which displays
the percentage of workers employed in the goods-producing industries of manufacturing,
mining, and agriculture.

The last column of Exhibit 3.3, on annual growth in retail and wholesale earnings during
1989, captures the effects of economic conditions inthatyearoneachSDA. Corpus Christi's
economic downturn is starkly visible ( & negative 15.5 percent), as is the economic
boom in the Northeast during the late 1980s (see Jersey City with agrowthrate of 9.9 percent
and Providence with 9.7 percent). Nevertheless, onall of these measures the 16-siteaverage
is quite similar to the national average for all SDAs.

6. AmgewningsmcdcmnedbydividmgmcwpaymllmpomdbyanployasintthDAto
federal and state unemployment insurance agencies by the number of employees in the SDA.
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Exhibis 3.4  Selected Characteristics of Title 1l-A Terminees at the 16 Study Sizes,
Program Years 1987-1989

Percentage of all terminees

Youths, White, Black,
ages non- non-
1421° Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
Site (1) ) (3) (4)
Fort Wayne, Ind. 46% 74_%/ . 22% 3%
Coosa Valley, Ga. 43 80 20 0
Corpus Christi, Tex. 45 21 8 n
Jackson, Miss. 58 14 85 0
Providence, R.1. 45 34 38 21
Springfield, Mo. 39 95 3 1
Jersey City, N.J. 55 5 68 21
Marion, Ohio 41 95 . 3 2
Oskland, Calif. 4 7 68 6
Omaha, Neb. 37 42 51 4
Larimer County, Colo. 20 78 2 17
Heartland, Fla. 42 57 37 5
Northwest Minnesota 47 95 0 3
Butie, Mont. 39 90 0 3
Decatur, 111 4 60 39 0
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 50 87 9 1
16-site average 44 58 28 10
National average, all SDAs 44 61 26 10

Source: Unweightod annual sverages calculated from JTPA Annual Status Keport computer files produced

by the U.S. Dopactment of Labor.
a. Includes both out-cf-school and in-school youths. The 18-month study sample docs aot include is-school
youths or youths under age 16. '

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Thesites also exhibited diversity in their program participants. Exhibits 3.4 and 3.5 display
selected characteristics of program terminees during the sample intake period.” The large
differences in ethnic distribution across the sites reflect differences both in the local
population generaliy and in the populations eligible for JTPA. Inparticular, the SDAs with
large metropolitan areashave amuch higher proportion of black and Hispanic terminees than
doSDAsin rural areas. The highest minority percentages are in Corpus Christi (71 percent

7. The frequencies shown in Exhibits 3.4 and 3.5 are for all JTPA Title II-A terminees during the
program years listed and are based on data in the JTPA Annual Status Reports (JASR) compiled by the
Department of Labor. These JASR data are the best source of information on individual SDAs and the
people they serve, but they do not allow for scparate breakdowns of out-of-school and in-school youths.
The latter group was excluded from the National JTPA Study (ss explained in Chapter 2). Appendix
B presents an alternative analysis comparing JTPA enrollees and terminees nationally, based on data from

0%
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Exhibit 3.5 Selected Barriers to Employment Faced by Title II-A Terminees a1 the 16 Study Sites,

Program Years 1987-1989
Percentage of all terminees °
Long-term High  Unemployed — Physical Keading a
AFDC school 15+weeks Limited ormental <7thgrade  Ever
recipien.'sb dropowts© inpast26  English  disability level arrested

Site ) @) 3) “) ) (6) 7
Fort Wayne, Ind. 2% 25% 33% 0% 15% 17% 7%
Coosa Valiey, Ga. 4 42 8 0 i4 31 2
Corpus Christi, Tex. 8 41 49 1 4 33 8
Jackson, Miss. 21 25 42 0 11 21 3
Providence, RI. 7 37 45 12 4 29 7
Springfield, Mo. 3 28 34 1 3 7 4
Jersey City, NJ. 7 27 43 3 4 3
Marion, Ohio 9 25 73 0 23 23 7
Oskland, Calif. 25 17 25 17 11 25 S
Omaha, Neb. 16 18 49 0 10 9 4
Larimer County, Colo. 3 21 57 1 14 12 S
Heartland, Fla. 6. 30 7 1 13 17 13
Northwest Minnesota 13 12 41 0 17 10 4
Butte, Mont. 1 15 64 0 19 5 10
Decatur, Ill. 16 11 39 0 10 26 10
Cedar Rapids, Jows 11 18 74 2 23 11 6
16-site average 10 25 43 3 12 18 6
National average, all SDAs 9 25 40 3 14 21 8

Source: Unweighted annual sverages calculated from JTPA Annual Status Report computer files produced by the US.

Department of Labor.

a Includes sdults and both out-of-school and in-schoo!l youths ages 14 10 21. The 18-month study sample does not include
in-school youths or youths under age 16.

b. Family receiving AFDC for any 24 or more of the 30 months preceding determination of eligibility for JTPA.

¢. No high school diploma or General Educational Development (GED) certificate.

Hispanic and 8 percentblack), Jackson (85 percentblack), Jersey City (68 percentblack and
21 percent Hispanic), and Oakland (68 percent black, 6 percent Hispanic, and 19 percent
other minorities, mostly Asiannot shown). Onaverage, though, the ethnic compositionof the
sites practically mirrored that of SDAs nationally.

Exhibit 3.5 shows the proportion of all terminees who were facing one of seven selected
barriers to cmployment. Again, the averages for the 16 study sites are very close to the
averages for all SDAs. Furthermore, in both the study sites as a group and all SDA"

the Job Training Quartzriy Survey. The appendix indicates that the members of the 18-month study sample
were somewhat less likely to have a high school diploma or GED certificate when they applied to JTPA
than were their national counterparts.
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nationally, the proportion of terminees facing any one of these barriers was relatively low.
The only exception was the barrier of limited recent work experience (column 3), which
affected on average 43 percent of terminees at the sites and 40 percent nationally.

Thessi*e rankings on these employment barriers varied substantially across the measures.
For example, terminees in Coosa Valley, Corpus Christi, and Providence had the highest
incidence of educational barriers (columns 2 and 6), while terminees in Marion, Butte, and
Cedar Rapids were the most likelyto have limited recent work experience and aphysical or
mental disability (columns 3 and 5).

Exhibit 3.6 Selected Characteristics of JTPA Title IT-A Programs at the 16 Study Sites,

Program Years 1987-1989
Mean number Mean number Mean federal
of adult and of weeks enrolled program cost per
youth terminees’  Adults Youths®  adult terminee

Site (1) 2) G) “)

Fort Wayne, Ind. 1,195 16 31 $ 1,561
Coosa Valley, Ga. 1,063 12 15 2,481
Corpus Christi, Tex. 1,049 34 33 2,570
Jackson, Miss. 1,227 8 15 1,897
Providence, K.L 503 7 5 2,841
Springfield, Mo. 938 17 17 1,898
Jersey City, N.J. 853 16 14 3,637
Marion, Ohio 714 27 26 2,199
Oakland, Calif. 1,396 16 17 2,539
Omaha, Neb. 1,111 11 12 2,404
Larimer County, Colo. 354 32 26 1,937
Heartland, Fla. 1,793 15 24 1,782
Northwest Minnesota 430 29 28 2,371
Butte, Mont. 576 21 19 2,665
Decatur, Il 525 29 25 3,039
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 658 31 23 2,212
16-site average 899 20 2] 2,377
National average, all SDAs 1,177 20 22 2,241

Source: Unweighted annual averages calculsted from JTPA Annual Stetus Report computer files produced by

the U.S. Department of Labor.

a Includes sdults and both out-of-school and in-school youths ages 14 10 21, The 18-month atudy sample does not
include in-school youths or youths under age 16.
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ProGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

Title II-A operations differed widely across the sites in terms of the size of the program, the
average duration of program services, and program costs. As shown in Exhibit 3.6, the
programsranged in size from 354 terminees annually in Larimer County, Coloradoto 1,793
in Heartland, Florida, over the two-year period.* The range for the average length of time
terminees spent in the program was also large: for adults the average number of weeks
enrolled ranged from a low 7 in Providence to a high of 34 in Corpus Christi, while the
range for youths was from 5 to 33, inthe same two cities. Average annual federal costs per
adult terminee reflected both the differences in the lengths of enrollment and the higher
service costs (based onhigher office rental and salary rates) in large metropolitan areas such
as Jersey City and Oakland. Note that the sites as agroup differed from the national average
in program size (number of terminees), again because the study did not include very large
SDAs.

SDAs have the responsibility for selecting and defining the roles of other organizations
that will provide JTPA-funded services. These providersrange fromother; blicagencies
to community-based and other nonprofit organizations to proprietary schools and private
sector firms. Exhibit 3.7 displays the variety in service providers that contracted with the
16 SDAs to supply employment and training services during the sample intake period.

Public educational institutions—vocational-technical schools, community colleges, and
universities—provided classroom trainingin 14 sites, and proprietary schools were providers
in half of the 16 sites. Arranging for subsidized on-the-job training (OJT) positions in the
private sector was done by SDA staff members themselves (8 SDAs) or with the assistance
of thestatejobservice, which played arolein 2 ofthe SD As; in a1vurth acommunity-based
organization was alsoinvolved. Thejob service alone arranged for OJT in another2 SDAs,
and acommunity college arranged for the servicein 1 SDA. In2 SDAs private sector firms
arrznged for some OJT positions. A wide variety of organizations provided JTPA-funded
;oo search assistance, although the SDA, the job service, or both were the most common.?
Basic education was provided by public schools or community colleges in 9 of the 12 sites
offering it. The remaining 4 SDAs did not offer basic education as a discrete, identifiable
service.

8. The average number of terminees annually during the period of the study’s random assignment
is not related to the sample size in each SDA in any simple way, because the duration of the random
assignment varied across sites.

9. Two SDAs (Providence and Cedar Rapids) did not offer job search assistance as a discrete service,
instead offering it only as an integrated part of other services.

r sl
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Exhibit 3.7 Most Common Service Providers Used by JTPA Title II-A Programs at the 16 Swudy Sites, by

Spedific Program Service
Specific program service
Classroom trairing
in occupational On-the-job Job gearch Basic
skills training assistance educarion
Size 0y @2 &) “@
Fort Wayne, Ind. Proprietary school SDA Community-based Not provided
Vocational- organization
technical school SDA
Coosa Valley, Ga. Comumunity college  Community-based Community-based Community college
Vocational- organization organization
technical school Private sectoe firm
Corpus Christi, Tex. Community-based Private sector firm  Community-based Community college
organization Skate job service organizalion
Community college
Proprietary school
Jackson, Miss. Community-based Sste job service Community-based Public school
organization SDA organization
Community college State university
Proprietary school
Providence, R.L Commuanity-baaed SDA Not provided Not provided
organizatioa
Proprietary school
Springficld, Mo. Vocational- SDA SDA Public school
technical school Vocatioral-
technical school
Jersey City, NJ. Community-based SDA Community-based Proprietary achool
organization organization
Proprietary school SDA
Vocational-
wechnical school
Marion, Ohio Community college  SDA SDA SDA
Vocationsl-
wechaical school
Oskland, Calif. Community-based Community-based Community-based Community-based
orgsnization organization organization organization
Proprietary school SDA Propristary school
SDA SDA
Omaha, Neb Community-based SDA Community-based Not provided
ization i7aticn
Commuanity college SDA
Proprietary school
(Continued)
1
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Exhibit 3.7 Most Common Service Providers Used by JTPA Title II-A Programs at the 16 Study Sites, by
Specific Program Service {continued) :

Specific program service
Classroom training
in occupational On-the-job Job search Basic
skills training assistance education
Site 1) @ G) “
Larimer County, Colo. Vocational ST A State job service Public school
technical school/ SDA Vocational
commmunity colleges technical school/
community college
Heartland, Fla. Community coliege  SDA State job scrvice Comemunity colicge
Public School Public school
Proprietary school
Vocational-
technical school
Northwest Minnesots Comwmunity college  State job State job service Not provided
State university scrvice
Vocaticnal-
technical school
Butte, Mont. Community-based State job State job service Public school
organization service
Community college
Public school
Decatur, Ill. Comrmunity college  Community Community oollege  Public school
college
Cedar Rapids, JIows Community college  State job Not provided Community coliege
Vocational- service
technical school SDA

Source: Information collected by Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (Part A contractor of the
National JTPA Study ), during SDA visits.

Note: Information on the last two categories of program services—work experience and miscellancous services—
examined in this report is not shown because the former was rarely offered and the latter were too numerous

to represent here.

a. In Larimer County the vocational-technical school became a community college during the course of the study.

A further important choice facing SDAs was whether to provide classroom training in
occupational skills by referring clients to training providers; by “purchasing” a class for
several clients at once through a contract with a service provider; or by pursuing both
approaches. On the one hand, if an adequate service provider network existed, individual
referrals allowed SDA staff to match the training to the interests and needs of specific clients
(rather than recruit to fill a class); referrals also avoided the possibility of “flooding™
specialized labor markets with numerous program completers; at once. On the otherhand,
purchasing a class allowed the SDA to exert more control over course offerings and
curriculum and—if staff members were able to identify occupations in demand—to pinpoint
JTPA training resources where there would be a strong demand for graduates.

b
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The 16 SDAs in the study showed considerable diversity in how they made this strategic
choice: '

o Six SDAs relied exclusively on individual referrals to training providers.
These included three rural sites (Marion, Northwest Minnesota, and Butte) and
three mixed urban-rural sites (Fort Wayne, Decatur, and Cedar Rapids), which
relied primarily on public vocational-technical institutes or other publictechnical
or community colleges. These sites tended to emphasize classroom training in
occupational skills less than other sites. In virtually all target groups at each of
these sites, the percentage of JTPA enrollees whoreceived classroom training
in occupational skills was less thanthe 16-site average for all JTPA enrolleesin
that target group. (The sole exception was adult men in Butte, Montana.)!®

o Four SDAs relied exclusively on coniracts to purchase classes. The four
(Jackson, Providence, Omaha, and Heartland) were in urban or mixed urban-
rural areas and wrote from five to nine contracts each within a program year.
The training was for occupations including truck driving, security guard, retail
sales, automotive maintenance, food preparation, marketing, clerical, photocopy
machine repair, and home health aide. Two SDAs with a much higher-than-
average enrollment in classroom training in occupational skills (Omaha forall
four target groups and Jackson for adults) fell into this category.

«  The remaining six SDAs used a mixture of individual referrals and class
contracts. Three of these SD As, which were in larger, urban areas (Corpus
Christi, Jersey City, and Oakland) relied on community-based organizations for
training contractsin additionto public vocational-technical institutes, colleges, or
proprietary schools. The other three, which included medium-sized towns and
rural areas (Coosa Valley, Springfield, and Larimer County)relied primarily on
public vocational-technical schools and colleges. This categoryincluded some
SDAs enrolling alarger-than-average percentage of their sample in classroom
training in occupational skills: Jersey City for all target groups, Oakland for
adults, and Corpus Christi for youths. "

10. Unfortunately, the enrollment and tracking data collected from most sites did not include
information on the occupation for which people were trained, and the multiplicity of individual referrals
prevented the research team from examining contracts for each training placement that would identify the
occupation.

11. As for the first group, data limitaticns precluded a complete examination of the occupations

involved. But the available information on class contracts at these sites suggests the training was for
occupations similar to those noted for the second group.
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AGENCY STANDARDS AND PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

As noted in Chapter 1, the Department of Labor has set zertain standards for the
performance of JTPA service deliveryareas. Exhibit 3.8 lists the smploymentstandard set
foradultsin each of the 16 SD Asstudied (termed “predicted” performance) and their actual
performance on that standard in program year 1988; Exhibit 3.9 does the same for two
standards foryouths: the “positive termination rate” and the “entered employment rate.”?
The columns labeled “difference” in the two exhibits indicate the difference between
expected and actual performance on these three indicators.!

It is quite obvious that on all three measures the study sites include some that performed
much better than the standard set for them, others that slightly exceeded theirs, still others
that failed to meet theirs. On average, though, the 16 sites exceeded their predicted rate ty
an amount equal to or only slightly smaller than the amount SDAs nationally did.

SERVICES RECEIVED AT THE STUDY SITES

Although the study sites are similar t. SDAs nationally in many ways, they exhibit one
important difference from their counterparts nationally: they emphasized classroom training
and job search assistance more, and on-the-job training and miscellaneous services less.
Appendix B presents detailed comparisons of the services received by JTPA enrolleesinthe
18-month study sample and those received by JTPA terminees nationally. 14 The pattern of
more classroom training and job search assistance in the study sites than was the case
nationally, and less OJT and miscellaneous services, was apparent forall four target groups.

The analysis of program impacts presented in this report partly controls for these
differences between services received by the study sample and those received nationally by
JTPA participants, by presenting separate impact findings for sample subgroups who were

12. The predicted performance levels are set by DOL regression models that control for the character-
istics of both the SDA’s labor market and its Title II-A terminees. In most, but not all, of the sites
these adjusted standards were the level against which states assessed local performance for the purpose
of allocating incentive grants. In some cases the stateagency would make further adjustments to the standard
produced by the regression model, to reflect special circumstances not taken into account by that model.

13. The State of Georgia chose not to use the youth positive termination ratc asa standard in program
year 1988, and 3o the standard is not reported for Coosa Valley. Similarly, Jersey City, Omaha, and
Larimer County were in states not using the youth entered employment rate. In calculating the 16-site
and national averages in these exhibite we excluded any sites not using the standard in question.

14. Appei.tix B compares enroliment and tracking dats from 16 SDAs on the services received by
treatment group members who were enrolied in JTPA during the follow-up period and Job Training Quarterly
Survey data on the services received by JTPA terminees nationally who were enrolled in the program during
the sample intake period for this study.
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Exhibit 3.8  Agency Performance Standards and JTPA Tidle I1-A Performance at the
16 Study Sites: Entered Employment Rates of Aduls Terminees, Program

Year 1988
Entered empiovment rale
Difference,
Actual Predicted in % points
Site 1) 2) - 3)
Fort Wayne, Ind. 84.0% 72.4% 11.6%
Coosa Valley, Ga. 83.5 68.2 15.3
Corpus Christi, Tex. 72.0 67.1 4.9
Jackson, Miss. 67.6 69.2 -1.6
Providence, R.1L. 743 70.2 4.1
Springfield, Mo. 89.0 76.4 12.6
Jersey City, N.J. 86.5 64.2 223
Marion, Ohio 55.5 59.4 -3.9
Oakland, Calif. 67.4 66.1 1.3
Omahe, Neb. 65.0 65.7 0.7
Larimer County, Colo. 68.0 69.5 -1.5
Heartland, Fla. 74.5 68.7 58
Northwest Minnesota 7.5 69.1 4.4
Butte, Mont. 74.0 67.1 6.9
Decatur, Il 79.4 65.1 14.3
Cedar Rapids, lowa 76.9 71 3.8
16-site average 74.5 68.2 6.2 ¢
National average,
all SDAs 74.2 67.3 6.9

Source: Unwreighted annual sverages calculated from JTPA Ansual Status Report JASR) computer files
produced by the U.S. Depanumeat of Labor.

Notes: The "entered employment rate” is the perceatage of all adult terminees who had found 8 job before
terminating their ensoliment in JTPA. The “predicted” entered employment rate is based om the JTPA
performance standand reported in JASR, program year 1988,

recommended for different service strategies and consequently received different clusters
of JTPA services.

A Profile of the 18-Month Study Sample

The 18-month study sample comprises all experimental sample members whoseFirst Follow-
up Surveyinterview was scheduled for 18 ormore months after theirrandom assignment.$
Two-thirds of the 17,026 members of this sample werein the treatment group and one-third
were in the control group.

15. The only exceptions were treatment group members excluded to maintain a constant 2/] treatment-
control group ratio.
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Exhibit 3.9 Agency Performance Standards and JTPA Tule H-A Performance a: the 16 Study Siies:
Positive Termination Rates and Entered Employment Rates of Youth Terminees,
Program Year 1988

Positive termination rate. Entered emplovment rate -
Difference, Difference,
Actual Predicted  in % points Actual  Predicted in % points
Site (1) 2) 3) 1) (s) {6)
Fort Wayne, Ind. 7% 75% 2% 50% k}.3 12%
Coosa Valley, Ga. n/a n/a n/a 48 41 7
Corpus Christi, Tex. 78 72 6 48 43 0
Jackson, Miss. 76 ” 4 34 44 -10
Providence, R.1. 75 78 -3 54 46 8
Springfield, Mo. 94 76 18 70 56 14
Jersey City, N.J. 85 &80 5 n/a n/s n/a
Marion, Ohio 74 2 -1 44 38 6
Oskland, Calif. 73 78 -5 50 45 5
Omaha, Neb. 81 73 8 nfa n/a n/a
Larimer County, Colo. 72 74 -2 n/s n/a n/a
Heartiand, Fla. 7 74 3 49 3s 14
Northwest Minnesota 76 78 -2 38 44 -6
Butte, Mont. 86 76 10 L13 45 11
Decatur, Iil. 74 74 0 25 10 15
Cedar Rapids, lowe. 66 78 -12 60 50 10
16-site average 78 76 2 48 41 7
Naitional average,
all SDAs 81 75 6 50 41 4

Source: Unweightod averages cakculated from JTPA Assual Status Report JASR) computer filcs produced by the U.S. Deparement
of Labor.

Notes: Tbe'po-'ﬁvcwmhnimm'il&emdﬂymmm.wmwﬁrmAmu
fanhjw.WmembMMWNMmmmm.Wde.
dary, or post dary school, carolicd ° « unother trising program of e sppronticeship, calisted i the Armed Forces, or
retumed 10 school full-time. The “cntered e,  yment rate® is the percemtage who bad found & job. The “predicted” rate of cach of

theee is based an the JTTPA performance standard reported is JASR, program year 1968,
& Includes both out-of-school snd in-school youths ages 14-21. The 18-month study sample docs act include in-school youths or
youths under age 16.

Thesites’ contributions tothe sample ranged from 2,559 in Fort Wayne to 346 in Cedar
Rapids, as shown in the first column of Exhibit 3.10. Target group composition varied by
site (columns 2 through 5), because of differences in both the eligible populations and the
recruiting and service emphases across sites, as well as certain exclusions from the study.
Most notably, youths in Oakland were excluded from the study at the request of the site.
The size of the youth target groups at the other study sites also reflects differing emphases
on serving in-school versus out-of-school youths. Because in-school youths were not
includedin the study, thosesites that targeted muchof their youth program on this group would
have a lower percentage of youths in their study sample.

Exhibit 3.11 shows samplesizes in the four study target groups—adult women and men,

and female and male out-of-school youths—and three service strategy subgroups: classroom
training, OJT/JS A, and other services. Adult women formed about 39 percent of thesample
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Exhibiz 3.10  Sample Sizes in the 18-Month Study: Full Sample and Target Groups,

by Study Site
Full Aduls Adult Female Male
sample women men youths® youthss

Site 1) @ 3) “ )
Fort Wayne, Ind. 2,559 937 979 312 331
Coosa Valley, Ga. 1,806 788 407 410 201
Corpus Christi, Tex. 1,498 524 412 335 227
Jackson, Miss. 1,375 410 398 321 246
Providence, R.I. 1277 376 388 229 284
Springfield, Mo. 1,202 401 427 191 183
Jersey City, NJ. 1.170 471 298 228 173
Marion, Ohio 1,083 421 485 90 87
Oakland, Calif. 1,043 562 481 0 0
Omaha, Neb. 956 512 220 150 74
Larimer County, Colo. 668 318 234 70 46
Heartland, Fla. 597 234 202 93 68
Northwest Minnesota 498 163 224 55 56
Butte, Mont. 47 183 138 78 78
Decatur, Iil. 47 177 219 30 45
Cedar Repids, Iowa 346 130 114 57 45
All sites 17,026 6,607 5,626 2,649 2,144

Source: Unadjusted frequencies based on Background Information Form responses.
a Out-of-school youths only.

(6,607 out of 17,026); adult men, a third of the sample; and out-of-school youths about 28
percent(with 15.6 percent female and 12.6 percent male). Withinthe fullsample SDA staff
recommended about 36 percent for the classroom training strategy, 38 percent for the
OJT/JSA strategy, and 26 percent for the other services strategy.

Assionees, ENRoLLEES, AND CoNTrRoL GrROUP MEMBERS

As explained in Chapter 2, this report presents two sets of impact estimates: impacts per
JTPA assignee (treatment group member) and inferred impacts per JTPA enrollee (treat-
ment group member who became enrolled in JTP A after randomassignment). Exhibit3.12
shows 63.8 percent of the treatment group became enrolled in JTPA at some point during
the 18-month follow-upperiod. Enrollment rates across thefour target groups varied by only
a few percentage points, but differed more substantially among the service strategy
subgroups. In everytarget group thehighest enroliment was among those recommended for
the classroom training strategy, followed by the other services and OJT/J SA strategies, inthat
order.

poaed
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Exhibit 3.11  Sample Sizes in the 18-Monsk Study: Full Sample and Target Groups,

by Service Straregy Subgroup
Fall Adali . Aduli  Female  Male

Service strategy sample women men youthsa youthsa
subgroup 1 @) 3) 4 )
Classroom training 6,113 2,927 1,353 1,193 640
OJTISA 6,410 2322 2,754 612 722
Other services 4,503 1,358 1,519 844 782
All subgroups 17,026 6,607 5,626 2,649 2,144
Source: Unadjusted frequencies based on Ba kground Information Form responsecs.
a. Out-of-school youths only.

The variation in enrollment across the three service strategy subgroups isnotsurprising.
As discussed in more detail in the accompanying implementation report (Doolittle,
forthcoming), the enrollment process was far from automatic. In the case of classroom
training, for example, SDA staff had to link program applicants with atraining provider that
would acceptthem. For on-the-job training, the staffhad to find anemployer willing and able
to offerthe desired training in exchange for asubsidy. Enrolimentultimately occurred when
staff entered an applicant’s name into the local JTPA management information system, at
which point this enrollee was counted among program participants for the purposes of
meeting JTPA performance standards (see Appendix F for more detail).

Exhibits 3.13 (for adults) and 3.14 (for youths) display selected baseline characteristics
of thesample, with separate columns for the control group and JTPA assignees and enrollees.
Within each target group there were only very small differences among these three groups.

Exhibit 3.12  Treatment Group Enroliment in JTPA: Full Sample and Targer
Groups, by Service Strategy Subgroup

Full Adulr Aduls Female Male
Service strategy sample women men youths® youthss
subgroup (1) @) ) “4) )
Classroom training 72.4% 728% 712% 715% 748%
OJT/JSA 56.5 554 56.6 575 585
Other services 623 624 589 63.1 67.7
All subgroups 63.8 64.6 60.8 655 668
Sample size 11474 4,465 3,759 1814 1,436
Source: Enroliment and tracking data from the 16 service delivery areas (SDAs).

« Out-of-school youths only.
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Exhibit 3.13 Selected Baseline Charac.eristics of Adulis in the Sample: Control Group and
JTPA Assignees and Enrsllees, by Gender

Adult women Adult men
Controls  Assignees Enroliees Controls  Assignees  Enrollees
Characteristic __m 2 3 “@ o) 6)
Ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 53.6% 54.5% 56.2% 57.9% 51.0% 57.6%
Black, non-Hispanic 31.1 30.8 27.9 29.2 28.8 27.6
Hispanic 12.3 11.4 12.2 9.1 9.7 10.3
American Indian or Alaskan Native 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.3 16 1.2
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.8 2.3 2.6 2.6 2.9 33
Barriers to employment
Receiving cash welfare” 39.6% 37.9% 37.9% 14.6% 14.6% 142%
No high school diploma or
GED certificate 30.2 282 26.2 31.5 31.2 29.7
Worked less than 13 weeks ’
in past 12 months 53.3 53.8 52.6 40.6 #15 40.9
Number of barniers
None of the above 27.6 28.6 30.1 39.7 37.7 39.1
One of the above 342 345 34.4 39.2 41.1 40.6
Two of the above 28.4 27.8 27.0 16.9 17.9 17.2
All three of the above 9.8 9.2 8.4 472 34 32
Work and training histories
Ever employed 85.2% 85.6% 86.2% 91.6% 91.3% 91.2%
Mean individual earnings
in past 12 months $2,352 $2,362 $2,386 $4,093 $3,948 $4,011
Hourly earnings in most recent job
Never employed 14.8% 14.4% 13.8% 8.4% 8.7% 8.8%
Less than $4 34.2 343 35.1 18.2 19.8 20.3
$4 or more 51.0 513 51.1 73.4 n.s 70.9
Employed upon application 14.6 14.6 15.0 13.8 13.1 12.7
Previously received occupational
training 452 46.1 46.7 43.7 47.2 47.6
Public assistance status b
Receiving any public assistance 61.9% 58.7% 58.0% 37.8% 37.0% 36.1%
Receiving AFDC 34.8 338 346 5.8 6.0 6.6
Receiving food stamps 53.3 50.3 49.6 28.7 28.7 28.5
Receiving other public assistance © 20.3 18.4 18.2 19.9 18.9 17.9
(Continued)
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Exhibit 3.13  Selected Baseline Characteristics of Adults in the Sample: Control Group and
JTPA Assignees and Enrollees, by Gender (continued)

Adult women Adult men
Conmirols  Assignees  Enrollees  Conirois  Assignees  Enroliees
Characteristic 1) 2 (3) 4) {5) (6)
AFDC history
Never AFDC case head 47.1% 49.1% 48.7% 91.1% 91.5% 90.7%
AFDC case head less thar. 2 years 23.0 231 24.1 7.3 6.9 7.6
AFDC case head 2 years or more 30 27.9 272 1.6 1.7 1.7
JTPA required for welfare, food
stamps, or WIN program ¢ 12.9% 12.3% 11.4% 7.8% 9.6% 8.2%
Household composition
No spouse or own child present 21.3% 22.5% 20.7% 58.2% 55.8% 54.7%
Own child under age 4,
no spouse, present 21.6 20.1 20.4 3.7 38 32
Own child, none under 4,
no spouse, present 35.8 34.9 35.8 51 4.6 <0
Spouse present, with or
without own child 21.3 226 23.2 33.0 358 370
Family income in past 12 months
< $3,000 30.5% 30.8% 29.5% 34.2% 35.8% 35.5%
$3,000 - $6,000 354 33.7 33.6 26.6 25.1 24.4
$6,001 - $9,000 16.7 16.1 16.6 16.2 16.2 163
> $9,000 17.5 19.4 20.3 229 23.1 23.8
Living in public hausing
Yes 11.9% 11.8% 11.3% 7.5% 63% 55%
No 88.1 88.2 88.7 92.5 93.7 94.5
Age at random assignment
22-29 43.4% 44.2% 44.0% 43.2% 44.6% 45.5%
30-44 44.6 431 44.0 45.1 43.3 423
45 - 54 7.9 8.0 74 7.9 7.8 78
> 54 4.1 4.7 4.6 39 . 43 45
Mean 33.1 333 33.2 33.1 33.1 33.0
Sample size 2,142 4,465 2,883 1,867 3,759 2,286

Source: Unadjusted froquencies based 0a Background Informatia Form responscs.

a. AFDC, Genersl Assigance, or other welfare except food stamps.

b. "Asny public assistance” iscludes the following sourom of sssistaace: AFDC, food stamps, wec.aploymeat insurance, housing
assistance, and other cash assistonce.

¢. "Ocher public sssistance” includes unempioymeat insurance, housing assistance, and other (0n-AFCC, cash assistance.

d. WIN is the federal Work Incestive program.
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Exhibiz 3.14  Selected Baseline Characteristics of Ous-of-School Youths in the Sample:
Control Group and JTPA Assignees and Enrollees, by Gender

Female youths Male vowghs
Contrels  Assignees Enrollees  Comrrols  Assignees Envollees
Characteristic a @ 3) ) ) (6)
Ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 47.4% 50.1% 51.2% 52.4% $3.7%  55.2%
Black, non-Hispanic 347 325 28.2 315 29.5 26.5
Hispanic 16.4 15.8 18.3 14.6 14.7 15.8
American Indisn or Alaskan Native 0.7 0.8 0.9 06 1.1 1.2
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.7 0s 0.9 1.0 10 1.2
Barriers to employment
Receiving cash welfare’ 308%  303%  30.1% 96%  11.0% 11.4%
No high achool diploma or
GED certificate 49.0 49.2 52.5 57.6 59.1 61.7
Worked less than 13 weeks
in past 12 months 59.4 60.5 59.9 49.5 47.0 48.7
Number of barriers
None of the above 21.8 .S 213 223 239 21.8
One of the above 22 323 30.0 414 409 40.4
Two of the sbove 313 323 329 323 29.5 323
All three of the above 14.7 14.6 15.9 4.0 53 55
Work and training histories
Ever employed 71.3% 76.9% 76.8% 36.0% 83.9% 83.7%
Meaan individual earnings
in past 12 months $1,384 $1,308 $1,341 $2,114 $2,071  $2,007
Hourly carnings in most recent job
Never employed 22.3% 23.1% 23.2% 14.0% 16.1% 16.3%
Less than $4 47.0 47.6 49.0 36.5 349 355
$4 or more 30.2 29.3 27.9 49.5 49.0 48.2
Employed upon application 143 14.4 15.6 11.9 11.4 12.1
Previously received occupational
training 25.7 255 23.8 311 29.7 29.6
Public assistance status .
Receiving any public assistance 48.4% 47.1% 46.3% 26.6% 29.5% 30.83%
Receiving AFDC 275 26.6 26.6 44 62 53
Receiving (u0d stamps 40.0 393 39.6 222 25.0 26.0
Recciving other public assistance © 10.1 10.5 9.6 10.2 11.0 11.8
(Consimed)
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Exhibir 3.14  Selected Baseline Characteristics of Out-of-School Youths in the Sample:
Comsrol Group and JTPA Assignees and Enrollees, by Gender (continued)
____ Female youths Male youths
Controls Assignees Enrollees Controls Assignees Enrollees
Characteristic (1) ) (3) ) 3) (6)
AFDC history
Never AFDC case ..ead 73.5% 71.0% 70.8% 98.3% 97.83% 97.5%
AFDC case head less than 2 years 20.3 21.9 2.2 1.7 1.9 2.2
AFDC case head 2 years or more 6.2 7.2 6.9 0.0 0.2 0.2
JTPA required for welfare, fcod
stamps, or WIN progranf 8.1%  7.3% 71% 55% 59%  S.7%
Household composition
No spouse or own child present 51.8% 52.5% 51.0% 85.7% 85.2% 84.1%
Own child under age 4,
no spouse, present us 34.7 5.2 4.0 3.9 3.8
Own child, none under 4,
no spouse, bresent 1.3 1.5 1.6 0.2 0.4 0.4
Spouse present, with or
without own child 12.4 11.4 122 10.1 10.5 11.8
Family income in past 12 months
< $3,000 45.5% 45.8% 46.5% 40.8% 39.7% 40.4%
$3,000 - $6,000 215 285 21.7 27.2 26.3 25.7
$6,001 - $9,000 11.3 9.8 10.0 12.1 11.3 11.8
> $9,000 15.7 15.9 15.8 19.9 238 2.1
Living in public housing
Yes 15.1% 13.9% 13.8% 12.3% 10.7% 10.7%
No 84.9 86.1 86.2 87.7 89.3 - 89.3
Age at random assignment
16-19 632% 59.4% 59.3% 59.2% 62.1% 63.9%
20-21 36.8 40.6 40.7 40.8 37.9 36.1
Mean 18.9 19.0 19.0 19.0 18.9 18.9
Sample size 835 1,814 1,188 708 1,436 959
Source: Unadjusted frequencies based on Background Information Form responses.
a. AFDC, General Assistance, or other welfare except food samps.
5. *Any public amsistance® includes the following sources of assistance: AFDC, food stamps, unemployment insurance, housing
assistance, and other cash assistance.
¢. *Other public assistance® includes unemployment insurance, housing assistance, and other (poa-AFDC) cash assistance.
d. WIN is the foderal Work Incentive program.
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The similarity between control group members and JTPA assignees was expected, given
the strict random assignment process that created the two groups. Indeed, a detailed
statistical comparison of the treatment group (assignees) and the control group, reported in
Appendix A, found no systematic or statistically significant differences in baseline charac-
teristics. The similarity between assignees and enrollees is also noteworthy. If thesites
encountered special difficulties in arranging services leading to enroliment for a particular
subgroup, the assignees in that subgroup would be less likely to enroll in JTPA than other
subgroups, and we would then see differences inbaseline characteristics between assignees
and enrollees. That appears not to have been the case.

TarcET GROUPS

Exhibits 3. 13 and 3.14 also serve to distinguish among the four target groups. The adults in
the sample tended to be young; around 45 percent were under age 30, and only around 12
percent were age 45 or older upon their application to JTPA. Adult men tended to be the
most employableand to have the most extensive work experience. More specifically, nearly
70 percentof themenhad ahighschool diploma or Generall:ducational Development (GED,
orhighschool equivalency) certificate; and men alsohad thehighest average earnings of the
four groups and were the most likely to have eamed more than $4.00 hourly in their most
recentjob.

Adult women and female out-cf-school youths were considerably more likely than their
male counterparts to be receiving public assistance and to have limited recent work
experience (less than 13 weeksintheyear preceding their application). They were alsomuch
more likely to have a dependent child in the household.

The youth target groups were the most disadvantaged. Only about haif of all female
youths and 40 percent of the male youths had a high school credential. Youths’ average
eamings in the year before their application were only slightly over half the eamings level
of their adult counterparts, and they were much more aptto live in families with less than
$3,000 inincome over the previous 12 months. !¢

SuBGROUPS FACING SELECTED BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT
To determine whether JTPA impacts varied with the degree of labor market

disadvantagedness, the 18-month analysisincludes separate estimates for subgroups facing
selected barriers to employment. Following aframework developed for several studies of

16. Differences in the baseline characteristics of the three service strategy subgroups are examined
in chapters 4, 5, and 6.
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JTPA by the U.S. General Accounting Office (1989, 1990, and 1991), this analysis focuses
onthe following barriers:

« welfare receipt, measured as receiving Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC), General Assistance, or other cash welfare upon
applicationto JTPA,

o limited education, measured as a lack of a high school diploma or GED
certificate upon application; and

o limited recent work experience, measured as having worked less than 13
weeks inthe 12 months preceding the application.

Theincidence of each of these barriers among control group members, assignees, and
enrollees is shown in the second main panel of Exhibits 3.13 and 3.14. Exhibit3.15 shows
the proportion of the treatment group overall and in each target group facing none, one, two,
oralithree of these barriers to employment. Almost 70 percentof thefullsample wasfacing
at least one barrier, but only 6.5 percent was facing all three. There were important
differences amongthe target groups, however. Asnoted earlier, the out-of-school youthsin
the sample were the most disadvantaged; here they exhibit the highest incidence of .
the barriers, with femaleyouths at the extreme with 42.0 percent facing two or three barriers.
Adult men were at the other extreme, with 80.8 percent facing none or only one of the
barriers.

Exhibir 3."5 Distribution of the Treatmens Group among Subgroups Facing a Certain
Number of Barriers to Employmen:: Full Sample and Target Groups

Full Adult Adult Female Male
Number of barriers sample women men youths® youths
1o employment (1) ) 3) “) (5)
None 316% 29.6% 403% 229% 259%
1 384 36.6 405 35.0 424
2 235 26.1 16.3 29.6 26.8
3 6.5 7.6 29 124 50
Sample size 11,474 4,465 3,759 1814 1,436

Source: Upadjusted frequencies based on Background Information Form responscs.

Note: Percentages may not sum to 10U percent because of rounding. The barviers to employment are the
receipt of cash welfare (AFDC, General Assistance, or nther welfare except food stamps), having no high
school diploma or GED certificate, and having worked less than 13 weeks in the 12 months prior to
application to JTPA.

a. Out-of-school youths only.
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Patterns of JTPA Enrollment and Service Receipt

Thissection provides acontext for understanding theimpacts estimatedinthelater chapters,
by describing the service strategies JTPA staff recommended for the sample, the services
in which each service strategy subgroup enrolled, and the duration of their enroliment.

SERVICE STRATEGIES RECOMMENDED

After sample members applied to JTPA, a SDA staff member assessed their interests, skills,
service needs, and personal preferences for the purpo.:s of recommending an appropriate
combination and sequence of programservices. Thepersonal preferences of the applicant
were often an important factor inrecommending a particular cluster of services, since JTPA
is a voluntary program and many individuals would not participate in services that did not
interestthem. For example, some applicants withlimited education wanted a jobratherthan
any classroominstruction, and this preference might havelead the intake staffto recommend
services such as on-the-job training or job search assistance, even though the staff would
otherwise have recommended basic skills training.

As explained in Chapter 2, we categorized sample members by the three clusters of
services, orservicestrategies, that SDA staff advised usreflected the pattern of services they
recommended. Exhibit3.16 shows that the service strategy most often recommended was
OJT/ISA, which SDA staffrecommended for 37.4 percent of the treatment group overall.
This was closely followed by classroom training, recommended for 35.9 percent, other
services was the choice for 26.7 percent.

The aggregated figuresmask distinct differencesinservice recommendations by gender
and age, as shown in the columns of the exhibit for the target groups.

Exhibit 3.16 Service Strategies Recommended for the Treatmens Group:

Full Sample and Target Groups

Full Aduls Adult Female Maie
Recommended sample women men youths® vouthse
service sirategy (1) 2) - 06) “) )
Classroom training 359% 40% 24.6% 43% 299%
OJT/ISA 374 350 487 232 329
Other services 26.7 210 26.7 325 373
Sample size 11,474 4,465 3,759 13814 1,436

Source: Unadjusted frequencies based on Background Information Form responscs.
a. Out-of-school youths only.
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« Females, both adults and out-of-school youths, were more likely than males to
be recommended for the classroom training strategy. Among adults, 44.0
percent of the women, as opposed to only 24.6 percent of the men, were advised
to pursue this strategy; among youths, the corresponding figures were 44.3
percent versus 29.9 percent.

. Males,boﬂmadultsandyouﬂ-s,we:emorelikelyﬁumfemalstoberecommended
forthe OJT/JSA strategy. Almosthalf of all men received thisrecommendation,
as opposed to only just over a third of the women. OJT/JSA was less often
recommended foryouths, but the gender difference was again substantial (32.9
percent versus 23.2 percent).

«  Youths were more apt than adults to be recommended for the other services
strategy. This strategy was advised for 37.3 percent of male youths and 32.5
percent of female youths but for only 26.7 percent of adult menand 21.0 percent
of adult women.

DIFFERENCES IN EMPLOYABILITY ACROSS SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUPS

Throughout thelater discussions of impacts on the threeservice strategy subgroups within
each targetgroup, it will be important to bear inmind that the three subgroups differed from
one anotherinimportant ways. Afterall, SDA staff made their service strategy recommen-
dations based in large part on each applicant’s job skills and experience and needs for more
orlessintensive employment and training services.

One clear way to summarize the differences among the subgroups is to use estimates of
the control group’s eamings overthe 18-month follow-up period as ameasure of employability.”
Throughout this report the eamnings of the control group serve as our estimate of what the
treatment group would have eamned inthe absence of the program. Thus, they alsoindicate
the treatment group’s employability without access to the program.

Exhibit 3.17 displays the total 18-month eamings of control group members in various
target group—service strategy subgroup combinations. Differences inemployability across
subgroups are readily apparent.

In every target group sxcept adultmen, those control group membersrecommended for
the OJT/JSA strategy had the highest average earnings over the 18 months following random
assignment. Among men the earnings of the other services subgroup were slightly above

17. Tiese estimates are based on the First Follow-up Survey data used in the analysis of program
impacts in the later chapters.
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Exhibit 3.17 Mean Eamings of the Control Group over the 13-Month Follow-up
Period: Full Sample and Target Groups, by Service Strategy

Subgroup
Mean earnings of the consrol group
Adul: Adult Female Male
Service strategy women men youths ¢ youths ¢
subgroup ) 2) G) 4)
Classroom training $6391 $11,780 $5936 $ 9,783
OJTASA 8,607 12,456 7,620 12,765
Other services 7,960 12,516 5,726 9,839
All subgroups 7,488 12,306 6,225 10,736
Sample size 2,142 1,867 835 708

Source: Estimates based on First Follow-up Survey responses. The estimates for adult women are also
based on eamings data from state unemployment insurance (UI) agencies.
Note: Estimates are regression-sdjusted to control for differences in bascline characteristics between the

treatment group and control group; see Appendix D.
a. Out-of-school youths only.

those of the OJT/JSA subgroup, probably because aimost a third of the former group was
job ready enough to be recommended for job search assistance only (not shown in the
exhibit). Thelowest eamnings among adults, and hence the leastjob-ready sample members,
were inthe classroom training subgroup. In contrast, theleast job-ready youths appeared
to be concenirated in both the classroom training and the other services subgroup. The most
striking finding in the table is the high earnings level of male youth control group members
recommended for OJT/JSA—which surpassed even that of adult men in the OJT/JSA
subgroup. This estimate suggests that local staff routed a very job-ready group of male
youths to OJT/JSA.

DirrereNces IN JTPA SErVICE RECEIPT ACROSS TARGET GROUPS;
AND SERVICE STRATEGY SUBGROUPS

Asnoted in Chapter 2, the impact of JTPA depends on the differencein servicesreceived
by those with access to the program and the services they would have received had they been
excluded from the program. Here we will simply summarize the JTPA services received by
the treatment group overall (including both those who did and those who did not enroll) and
by enrollees only.

[
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Exhibit 3.18 Receip: of Specific JTPA Services by the Treatment Group:
Full Sample and Target Groups, by Service Strategy Subgroup

% of treatment group receiving the service

Full Aduls Adult Female, Male ,
Specific program sample womern men youths youths
service {1) (2) 3) 4 5)
Classroom training subgroup

Never enrolied 27.6% 27.2% 28.8% 28.5% 25.2%
Classroom training

in oocupdtiona;l skills 56.2 57.8 55.7 548 52.4
Basic education 12.9 10.6 8.8 17.8 233
On-the-job training 38 33 5.4 2.8 4.4
Job search assistance 19.5 17.1 12.4 27.3 30.8
Work experience 4.0 3.9 1.7 5.7 6.5
Miscellaneous 9.9 113 9.7 7.7 7.9

OJT/JSA subgroup

Never earolled 43.5% 44.6% 43.4% 42.5% 41.5%
Classroom training

in occupational skilis 33 51 2.1 33 1.9
Basic education’ 3.1 2.6 3.6 3.1 2.8
On-the-job training 28.0 28.5 26.6 29.9 30.5
Job search assistance 28.9 26.5 30.2 283 322
Work experience 2.9 2.6 2.4 52 4.2
Miscellaneous * 6.5 58 6.8 7.1 6.8

Orher services subgroup

Never enrolied 37.7% 37.6% 41.1% 36.9% 32.3%
Classroom training

in oocupation’] skills 9.4 15.6 4.9 9.8 6.5
Basic education 15.7 11.1 6.1 29.7 26.4
On-the-job training 4.7 55 4.7 39 3.9
Job search assistance 19.7 234 24.8 12.2 12.0
Work experience 23 2.7 0.9 34 32
Miscellaneous - 31.0 31.5 28.4 28.5 35.3
Sample size 11,474 4,465 3,759 1,814 1,436

Source: Earoliment and tracking dats from the 16 SDAs.

a. Out-of-school youths oaly.

». "Basic educetion® includes Adult Basic Education (ABE), high school or Geacral Educatiosal
Development (GED) preparstion, aad Eaglish as a Second Laaguage (ESL).

¢. "Miscellaoeous® includes asscssment, job-resdiness trainiag, customized trainiag, vocational exploration,
job shadowing, aad tryout employmeat, among other services.
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Exhibit 3. 18 details the specific programservicesreceived by treatment groupmembers
in each service strategy subgroup within the full sample and the target groups. Recall that
classroom training in occupational skills was the service defining the classroom training
strategy and on-the-job training was the service defining the OJT/JSA strategy. The other
servicesstrategy, on the other hand, was defined asrecommending neither of those services
as the primary one.

The pattems of service receipt were indeed quite different for the three subgroups. In
everytarget group over S0 percentof the classroom training subgroup received the primary
service—occupational skills training. ‘

Members of the OJT/JSA subgroup, however, were apt to receive one of two services:
on-the-job training orjob search assistance. The exhibitalsoshows that the service strategy
definitions were accurate; only a small percentage of the classroom training subgroup
received on-the-job training, and only asmall percentage of the OJT/JSA subgroupreceived
classroom training in occupational skills.

Exhibit 3.19 focuses in on JTPA enrollees only and highlights the two key services
received in each target group-service strategy subgroup combination. This breakdown
provides furtherinsight into the services received by the firsttwo service strategy subgroups
and helps to untangle the more complex patterns of receipt for the other services subgroup
inthe preceding exhibit. Specifically:

«  Mostof the treatment group members recommended for the classroomtraining
service strategy received either classroom training in occupational skills, the
defining service for thatstrategy, basic education, asecondaryservice, or both.
Hence, in terms of the services actually received, it is most appropriate to
characterize this service strategy as one focused on classroom instruction.

«  Mostof the treatment group members recommended for the OJT/JSA service
strategy received either on-the-job training, the defining service forthatstrategy,
jobsearch assistance, asecondary service, orboth. Hence, itis most appropriate
to characterize this service strategy as one focused mainly on immediate
employment, with or without subsidized training,

«  Mostof the adult treatment group members reconunended forthe other services
strategy received eitherjob search assistance or miscellan.eous services, or both.
Miost of the youth treatment group members recommended for the other
services strategy received either basic education, miscellaneous services, or
both. Hence, adults in this subgroup were more likely to receive services that
focused onimmediate employment, whereas youths were more likely toreceive
services that focused on basic education and other preemployment services.
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Exhibit 3.19 Key JTPA Services Received by Trearment Group Members )
Who Were Enrolled in the Program: Target Groups, by Service Strategy Subgroup

% of enrollees receiving one or both services
Key services Adult Adult Female, Male

in each service wormen men youths youths
strazegy subgroup a) 2) 3) “)
Clasiroom training subgroup

Classroom training in

occupational skills/

basic education’ 88.8% 85.5% 86.1% 80.4%

OJT/JSA subgroup

On-the-job training/

job search assistance 87.8 86.5 84.8 84.5

Other services subgroup

Job search assistance/

miscellaneous © 82.3 88.7 - -
Basic education/ *

miscellaneous’ - - 79.5 83.2
Sample size 2,883 2,286 1,188 959

Source: Enroliment and tracking data from the 16 SDAs.

Note: As shown in the bottom panc!, the key services received by the other services subgroup

differed between adults and out-of-school youths.

a Out-of-school youths only.

b. “Basic oducation” includes Adult Basic Education (ABE), high school or General Educatiooal
Development (GED) preparation, and English as a Second Language (ESL).

¢. "Mixcellanoous® includes sssceament, job-readiness training, customized training, vocatiooal exploration,
job shadowing, and tryoit employment, amoag other services.

Thefindings for classroom training are straightforward, butthose forthe OJT/JSA and other
services strategies require some background on programoperations and the research design
to be clearly understood.

The OJT/JS A service strategy was intended for applicants seeking employment who, in
the judgment of local staff, appeared to need on-the-job training and a wage subsidy
to develop theskills necessaryto be hired as unsubsidized workers. Theinitial actions taken
to arrange on-the-job fraining, however, were often very similar to what staff members would
dotohelp an applicant find unsubsidized employment; the first step in both cases was to find
an employer interested in hiring a new employee. Furthermore, the applicant might also be
seeking an unsubsidized job, often with help from SDA staff in the form of job search
assistance. As shown earlier in Exhibit 3.18, across all target groups roughly equal
proportions of treatment group members (ranging from 26.5 percentto 32.2 percent) who
had beenrecommended for the OJT/JS A strategy subsequently enrolled in on-the-job training
or job search assistance. Thus, in each target group, members of the OJT/JSA subgroup
were just as likaly to receive JSA as OJT.
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The other services strategy, by definition, involved a diverse group of clients. Underthe
research design, SDA staff recommended this strategy for applicants facing serious
employment barriers, who needed basic education or preemployment skills enhancement
before they could benefitfrom classroom training in occupational skills or on-the-job tramning,
or before they could be expected to land ajob. The strategy was also deemed appropriate
for those needing specialized services, such as a customized combination of classroom and
on-the-jobtraining, vocational exploration, jobshadowing, and tryout employment,amonga
large number of other services that varied across sites. These specialized services are
grouped together as “miscellaneous services” inthe exhibits of thisreport. Finally, the other
services strategy was also appropriate for those who wereso obviously employablethatthey
needed only job search assistance. Although job search assistance was acommon activity
inall three service strategies, it was only inthe other services strategy than an applicantcould
be recommended for this service alone. Thus, within the other services subgroup the
difference inthe service pattern between adults(who received primarilyjobsearch assistance
or miscellaneous services) and youths (who received primarily basic education or miscella-
neous services), as shown in Exhibit 3.19, suggests that those very job-ready applicants
recommended for this strategy were primarily adults, whereas the youths recommended for
this strategy tended to have more serious skill deficits thathad to be addressed first through
basic education or preemployment skills training.

ENROLLMENT PATTERNS OvER TIME AMONG ENROLLEES AND
THE TREATMENT GrOUP OVERALL

There were also clear differences among the service strategy subgroups and, to a lesser
extent, target groupsin the duration of their enrolimentin Title II-A. AsshowninExhibit3.20,
among treatment group members who were enrolled in JTPA those recomrnended for the
OJT/JSA strategy tended to have the shortest periods of enroliment, whereas those
recommended for the classroom training strategy had the longest. The relatively short
average enrollments among members of the OJT/JSA subgroup reflect their high rate of
receiving job search assistance, a service that tends to be very brief. There were also
differences among the target groups, even within servicestrategies. Adultmale enrolleeshad
the shortest period of program participation overall, and in both the classroom training and
other services subgroups.

Another way to characterize the services received by the treatment group is to identify
aperiod during whichmostof itsmemberswereenrolled inthe program and aperiod during
which most were no longer enrolled. Exhibit 3.21 presents the proportion of each target
group—service strategy subgroup combination enrolled in Title II-A in various months after
random assignment. There was asharp dropin enrollment between the third and sixthmonth,
and by the s cth month less than 15 percent of both the CJT/JSA and the other services
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Exhibit 3.20 Median Number of Months Enrolled in JTPA among Treatment Group
Members Who Were Enrolled: Full Sample and Target Groups, by

Service Strazegy Subgroup

Full Adult Aduls Female Male
Service strategy sample women men youths® youthse
subgroup (1) @) 3) “) (&)
Classroom tre‘ning 50 56 38 55 4.6
OJT/ISA 20 1.9 2.1 20 22
Other services 26 24 17 33 29
All subgroups 33 36 25 39 31
Sample size 7316 2,883 2286 1,188 959

Source: Enrollment and tracking data from the 16 SDAS.
a. Out-of-school youths only.

subgroup was enrolled. Theservicesreceived by the classroom training subgroup obviously
lasted longer. Farolimentrates of the classroom training subgroup dropped to 15 percentor
below sometime between the ninth and twelfth month for treatment group members overall,
but not until between the fifteenth and eighteenth month for adult women.

JTPA Services REcervep BY TREATMENT GrROUP NONENROLLEES

The previous subsections focused on the program services received by treatment group
members overall and by those who were enrolled in the program. But because theinferred
estimates of programimpacts per JTPA enrolleein this report require the assumption that
treatment group nonenrollees experienced no JTPA impact, it is important to review
briefly the extent to which nonenrollees did or did not receive JTPA services. This review
also provides additional insightinto program operations.

Toinvestigate theissue, theimplementation researchteam conducted a separate analysis
of JTPA service receipt by a small subsample of those treatment group members who did
not become enrolled in the program during the 18-monthfollow-up period. (See Appendix
F and, for more detail, Doolittle, forthcoming.) This analysis found that SDA staff members
worked to some extent with approximately half of these treatment group nonenrollees,
primarily in attempts to arrange services by, for example, referring them to potential
employers for on-the-job training, providing job search assistance, orattempting to arrange
classroom training. The remaining half either lost interest in the program or found another
training or employmentopportunity on 